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The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Lord, as we begin this new week, we 

claim that You are . in our midst. Fill 
this Senate Chamber with Your glory. 
May we humbly trust You as the sov
ereign Lord of our lives and of Amer
ica. 

Because Your strength is limitless, 
our inner wells need never be empty. 
Your strength is artesian, constantly 
surging up to give us exactly what we 
need in every moment. You give us su
pernatural thinking power beyond our 
IQ; You provide emotional equipoise 
when we are under pressure; You en
gender resoluteness in our wills and vi
sion for our leadership; and You ener
gize our bodies with physical resil
iency. 

Lord, quiet our turbulent hearts with 
Your unqualified, indefatigable love. 
Give us profound confidence, security, 
and peace. We have absolute trust in 
Your faithfulness and we commit our
selves to You anew. Tune our hearts to 
the frequency of Your inner voice. Give 
us the clarity as we need to lead our 
Nation. In Your never-failing power, we 
humbly pray, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader from Ala
bama is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this 

morning the Senate will be in a period 
of morning business until the hour of 
12 noon. At noon, the Senate will pro
ceed to executive session to consider 
the treaty on NATO enlargement. It is 
hoped that Senators will come to the 
floor to debate the treaty and to offer 
amendments. As a reminder to all 
Members, a rollcall vote will occur this 
evening at 6 p.m. on the confirmation 
of the nomination of Scott Fleming to 
be Assistant Secretary for Legislation 
and Congressional Affairs at the De
partment of Education. 

As a further reminder, a rollcall vote 
will occur on the State Department re
organization conference report at 2:25 
p.m. on Tuesday, April 28. This will not 
necessarily be the first vote of Tues
day's session, and the Members will be 
notified of an updated voting sche.dule. 

Also during this week 's session, the 
Senate could be asked to consider the 
supplemental appropriations con
ference report, if available from the 
conference committee. 

In addition, the Senate could be 
asked to consider, possibly under a 
brief time agreement, the Work-Force 
Development Act. A couple of amend
ments are expected to be offered, and, 
as always, Members will be notified as 
the schedule becomes clearer later in 
the week. 

I thank my colleagues for their at
tention. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES

SIONS). Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business. 

The Senator from Kentucky is recog
nized. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. FORD pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1989 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS, is recognized to 
speak for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

PRIORITIES 
VISION 20-20 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this is a 
morning with a little bit of break be
tween issues. It is an opportunity, it 
seems to me, to share some of the 
thoughts some of us have as priorities. 
Obviously, when we get involved in a 
particular bill, as we did last week, it 
took the whole week. Some of the 
things we care a lot about we tend to 
sort of set aside. 

I speak this morning briefly on a cou
ple of issues that I think are very im
portant, and are particularly impor
tant to me. One is the bill called Vision 
20-20. It is the product of a great deal 
of effort that we put in in the Parks 
Subcommittee with respect to revital
izing our national parks. We have had 
one hearing in the subcommittee. We 
have another planned for this week. Fi
nally, we will have four hearings and 
then, hopefully, bring it to the floor 
sometime in May or early June. 

National parks, of course, are in
creasingly well thought of in this coun
try. They are increasingly popular. 
Visitations go up. We have more and 

more people taking advantage of the 
parks, parks that preserve either nat
ural resources or cultural resources 
that have been a tradition. 

We celebrated last year the 125th an
niversary of the first park, Yellowstone 
Park in Wyoming, as a matter of fact. 
Unfortunately, at the same time that 
we have increased our caring about 
parks, we find ourselves, according to 
the park agency, in addition to being $5 
billion behind in the infrastructure, 
taking care of those parks and pre
serving those parks. The purpose, of 
course, of a park is to preserve those 
resources, whether they be natural or 
cultural. But equally as important, and 
the second issue, certainly is to provide 
a pleasant visit to the owners of the 
park who are the people of the United 
States. That, of course, becomes more 
difficult as this infrastructure needs 
repair. 

We are seeking to do a number of 
things. We are seeking to increase the 
resources that are available that will 
be supplemental to the budget money, 
to the tax money that all taxpayers 
pay, by doing things like extending the 
fee period where additional trial fees 
have been added to the parks, and to 
extend that for some time to see that 
people who enter the park can actually 
share more of the responsibility of pay
ing for it. We are also talking about a 
stamp, collectible stamps, such as a 
duck stamp, in which the resources 
would go to the park. We are talking 
about those people who come on inter
national tours to be able as part of 
their tour to buy a 30-day entry to 
parks with some of those funds going 
to national parks. 

We are talking about bonding many 
of the larger parks. Have things like 
streets and sewers, and it is very dif
ficult to keep those up on annual budg
ets. So we are seeking to do that which 
is difficult since there is no real capital 
budget in the Federal establishment at 
work in doing that. 

In addition, we hope to give an oppor
tunity for taxpayers to deduct a por
tion of their return-the money that 
comes back to them-and dedicate it to 
the parks, if they choose to. We think 
that is an opportunity to support the 
parks and those people who care a 
great deal about it. 

In addition, we are talking about the 
management. I think that is fair be
cause they have more resources. There 
is evidence, of course, that manage
ment is not always what it might be. 
The most recent one, of course, is the 
cost of some of the construction there 
that has been extremely, unusually, in
appropriately high. We are asking that 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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there be a strategic plan, that is a na
tional strategic plan also revisited on 
down to each unit, and that each unit 
have a strategic plan that complies 
with the flat plan. That has a measur
able goal in it. This is a large business; 
there needs to be planning for it. 

We are talking about the conces
sions-the way that the concessions 
can contribute more financially to the 
parks. They are a commercial function 
within the park. We would like to see 
more private expertise in the manage
ment of these kinds of commercial ac
tivities within the Park Service. We 
also would like to have it more com
petitive so that people who want to get 
into the business can do that. We deal 
with the preferential right. In addition 
to that, of course, in order to invest 
millions of dollars, there needs to be 
some proprietary interest protecting 
that as well. 

These are some of the things we are 
doing. We are talking about education 
of the park employees, which I think is 
an advantage for them. Park employ
ees are some of the most committed 
people I know of in the Federal Govern
ment to their role in the parks. 

We are excited about that, and hope 
that can be one of the things that this 
Congress accomplishes as they 
strengthen in making sure that the 
parks are going to be there for us in 
the next century and, therefore, our 
kids and our grandkids. 

THE BUDGET PROCESS 

Mr. President, we are also working, I 
think, as we move on into the alloca
tion of funds through the budget and 
through the appropriations. I think we 
ought to take another look at a 2-year 
budget. We are going to find ourselves 
spending at least half of this year talk
ing about budgeting and appropria
tions. Many State legislatures have 
shown that it is successful to do it on 
a biannual basis. What we ought to do, 
in my opinion-and we are also joined 
by the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, as well as the majority and mi
nority whip-is that we ought to do 
this on a 2-year basis so that we can do 
it 1 year, set up the budgets the next 
year, and have oversight, which is 
something we need to · do more of in 
Congress. I think it is good for agen
cies. They would have a longer period 
of time to know what resources are 
available to them. Somehow we don't 
seem to be able to get to it. It is area
sonable procedural thing that we ought 
to do. But, as is often the case and too 
often the case in Government and in 
this Congress, we have always done it 
that way. That is not a good enough 
reason. That is not a good enough rea
son. If there are ways we can d.o things 
more efficiently, if there are ways we 
can do things that will produce better 
results, that is what we ought to be 
doing. I am persuaded that is one of 
them. 

We are also in the process of trying 
to set up a system that provides for 

more entrepreneurial private involve
ment in some of the things that Gov
ernment does. Basically, we have a bill 
that will probably be heard in the 
House this week that simply says to 
OMB to define those things that are ba
sically commercial in nature, that are 
done by the Federal Government, and 
then require under the so-called 876 
process that each of those kinds of 
things be made available for private 
contracting if you can show that it can 
be done more efficiently that way. 

The private contractor should get to 
bid on those things that are basically 
commercial in nature and be more effi
cient. We reduce the size of Govern
ment, and I think it makes a lot of 
sense. Of course, some of the labor 
unions in the Government agencies are 
not excited about that. The fact is that 
many of those people would be also 
doing the same thing in the private 
sector, and probably would be at least 
as well off. 

These are some of the things that we 
are doing. 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

Mr. President, I guess as an expres
sion of some frustration, I have been 
hearing reports of last week's talk 
about education. I am surprised, frank
ly, that the national media has pro
moted some of the kinds of things that 
simply, it seems to me, are not the 
basis of the discussion. Yesterday, on 
TV, I heard them sitting around for 20 
minutes talking about the idea that 
this bill was simply to define private 
school funding. It is not what it is 
about at all. It provides an opportunity 
for people to have a savings to use for 
their own children during kindergarten 
through college, an expansion of the 
$500 credit that is now $2,000 set aside. 
It is your money; It is not tax money. 
It is money that you are allowed to set 
aside after taxes but the income has 
not been taxed. 

But the real issue, and what seems to 
be missed by most people, is what 
should the involvement of the Federal 
Government be in elementary and sec
ondary education. What we are really 
debating is whether or not there ought 
to be a set of Federal entitlements set 
up that would go on forever by the Fed
eral Government and would eventually, 
of course, impede or infringe upon local 
control of elementary and secondary 
schools. That is what the debate was 
about. 

I am surprised sometimes that does 
not seem to permeate through the na
tional media. Part of that is, of course, 
because the administration and our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
tried to make that point. I guess when 
we govern and people are involved in 
self-government, as we all should be 
doing, that there has to be some sem
blance of factual information going out 
to people so that they can be involved. 

I spoke this morning with a group of 
kids. There is one from each State here 

to talk about Government. The point 
that I try to make and that all of us 
try to make is that this is a govern
ment of the people, by the people, and 
for the people, and that all of us should 
try to make that democracy work, to 
make the Constitution work, to make 
the system work, and that we have to 
participate. To participate, you have to 
have some facts, not media hype, and 
not show business, but facts. 

It seems to me, increasingly prompt
ed some by politicians, to be sure, that 
we find ourselves more and more being 
faced with the political process becom
ing something of show business. That 
is not what it is. It is government de
ciding based on facts what is best for 
freedom, freedom for democracy, and 
for the American people. It is frus
trating from time to time that · those 
issues that are really basic to the deci
sions get lost somewhere. They get lost 
somewhere. I find them frustrating. 

It is interesting, Mr. President, that 
in your home State,- as it is in Wyo
ming, where yesterday I had conversa
tions- you hear things that are totally 
different than with some you talk with 
here. It is really interesting that folks 
at home are thinking about those 
things that are really important to 
them, and here we are talking about 
the gossip. But that is the way it 
works. So we all will continue to make 
it work that way. 

Mr. President, as you can tell, I have 
used this opportunity to share some of 
the concerns and interests that I have 
having to do with national parks, hav
ing to do with allowing the private sec
tor to participate in many of the 
things that are commercial in nature 
in the Government; talking about what 
I think is a more efficient manner of 
handling our budget on a 2-year budget 
cycle, and using the other year to have 
oversight to ensure those dollars are 
being spent in the best way they can. 

They complain a little bit, I guess, 
which is OK, all of us do it, about the 
lack of ability to really portray and 
get out into the public the real issues 
and the real controversies. That is 
what we are really about here-is talk
ing about different views and different 
directions. And to the extent that all 
of us can participate in making those 
decisions through the political process, 
which is how we govern ourselves, then 
it's important, I think-vital-to have 
that information available. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business Friday, April 24, 1998, 
the federal debt stood at 
$5,505,293,755,428.21 (Five trillion, five 
hundred five billion, two hundred nine
ty-three million, seven hundred fifty
five thousand, four hundred twenty
eight dollars and twenty-one cents). 

One year ago, April 24, 1997, the fed
eral debt stood at $5,343,217,000,000 
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(Five trillion, three hundred forty
three billion, two hundred seventeen 
million). 

Twenty-five years ago, April 24, 1973, 
the federal debt stood at $455,284,000,000 
(Four hundred fifty-five billion, two 
hundred eighty-four million) which re
flects a debt increase of more than $5 
trillion- $5,050,009, 755,428.21 (Five tril
lion, fifty billion, nine million, seven 
hundred fifty-five thousand, four hun
dred twenty-eight dollars and twenty
one cents) during the past 25 years. 

THE MISSOURI RIVER ENERGY 
SERVICES 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I would like to share with my col
leagues a development that is occur
ring in my region with an organization 
that has long been an agent of change. 
The Missouri Basin Municipal Power 
Agency is a joint action agency that 
provides affordable electricity, through 
its 58 municipal utility members, to 
over 200,000 consumers in my home 
state of South Dakota, and to citizens 
of North Dakota, Minnesota and Iowa. 

The agency was farmed in 1960 to co
ordinate municipalities' efforts to ne
gotiate the purchase of power and en
ergy from the Federal government. In 
1970, the Federal government informed 
public power systems in the region 
that their growing power supply needs 
could no longer be met through the 
Federal hydropower program. Missouri 
Basin stepped in and met the supple
mental power supply of its member 
communities by participating in, 
among other arrangements, the Lar
amie River Station coal-fired plant, 
one of the cleanest coal plants in the 
country. 

Over the years, the agency has 
played a vital role in meeting the en
ergy needs of the region. The agency 
has promoted integrated resource plan
ning, carried out an aggressive tree 
planting program, and continued to 
provide its customers with affordable, 
reliable electricity. 

Faced with a changing electricity 
market, Missouri Basin this month 
changed its name to Missouri River En
ergy Services, signaling its readiness 
to embrace a new era in which utilities 
will provide many added services and 
benefits for their customers. Missouri 
River Energy Services is rising to meet 
. this challenge admirably. 

I appreciate the work Missouri River 
Energy Services has done for our com
munities and wish the agency the best 
of luck as it helps forge the future of 
the electricity industry. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session and proceed 
to the consideration of Executive Cal
endar No. 16, which the clerk will re
port. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Treaty Document No. 105-36, Protocols to 

the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on the Ac
cession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the treaty. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, prior to 

the Easter recess, there was some rath
er spirited discussion on the question 
of NATO expansion, and the debate so 
far has shown, I believe, that most Sen
ators are reaching the correct conclu
sion that bringing Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic into the NATO 
alliance is the right thing to do. 

To be sure, there are some com
mentators who vow they know more 
than all the rest of us and who make a 
living on the talk shows and in news
paper op-ed pages, and they have been 
wringing their hands declaring how 
awful it is that the U.S. Senate is not 
taking this vital foreign policy issue 
seriously. How awful, they lament, it is 
that the Senate is not paying adequate 
attention to this important issue. 

Sometimes when I hear comments 
completely off the wall like that , I am 
tempted to say to these know-it-alls, 
" Heal thysel ves. " In fact, most of them 
have ignored the debate that the Sen
ate has been having for months on this 
issue, and most of the commentators 
have been following something else, 
maybe an intern at the White House, or 
whatever. If they had been paying at
tention, they would have known why 
the Senate today appears to have 
reached a broad consensus as to the 
wisdom of NATO expansion and they 
would not be confusing that consensus 
with the lack of serious discussion and 
debate. 

The fact is, Mr. President, we have 
been working with the administration 
leaders for 9 straight months now to fix 
their original approach to the NATO 

expansion. The Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee and the Senate NATO 
observer group have made concerted ef
forts to address the contentious issue 
early on precisely to ensure that the 
major problems with NATO expansion 
were addressed by the time 12 noon 
today arrived and we reached the Sen
ate floor with this proposal. 

Last fall, when we began the Foreign 
Relations Committee's extensive hear
ings on NATO expansion, I gave the ad
ministration a clear warning empha
sizing that there was a right way and a 
wrong way to expand NATO and that, 
in my view, and in the view of many 
Senators, the administration was doing 
it the wrong way. 

Some may recall that when Sec
retary Albright first came to testify 
before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, I told that fine lady that while 
I wanted to be helpful to her in achiev
ing Senate ratification of NATO expan
sion, it was essential that we work to
gether to fix what was wrong with the 
administration's approach and make 
sure it was done the right way. During 
the ensuing months, that is precisely 
what we have done. 

We have held eight-count them
eight separate hearings in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee to dis
cuss and debate every aspect of the ad
ministration's plan for NATO expan
sion. We heard from 38 different wit
nesses, who testified at some length 
each, and we produced a hearing tran
script that is 552 printed pages long. 

In the Foreign Relations Committee, 
we had worked with Secretary Albright 
to make the necessary course correc
tions in the administration's original 
approach to expansion. I can report 
now that we have successfully made 
those course corrections. When we fi
nally vote on the Senate 's resolution of 
ratification, we will not just be voting 
to expand NATO, we will be voting to 
expand NA TO the right way. 

The administration has agreed to a 
tightly worded resolution of ratifica
tion which includes strict, legally bind
ing language that, among other things, 
requires that the core purpose of NATO 
must continue to be the collective de
fense of the territory of all NA TO 
members, not just peacekeeping or the 
achievement of so-called nonmilitary 
goals. 

It requires that NATO defense plan
ning command structures and force 
goals be centered on ensuring the terri
torial defense of a number of countries. 

It builds impenetrable firewalls in 
the NATO-Russia relationship, ensur
ing that Russia will have neither a 
voice nor a veto in NATO decision
making and that the NATO-Russia Per
manent Joint Council be a forum for 
explaining, not negotiating, NATO pol
icy decisions. 

It requires extensive consultation 
with the Senate in the case of any pro
posed changes in the strategic concept 
of NATO. 
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It reaffirms that NATO does not re

quire the consent of the United Nations 
or any other international organiza
tion to take any actions it deems nec
essary to defend the security interests 
of its members. 

It requires the administration to de
velop and to report to Congress on a 
plan for a NATO ballistic missile de
fense system to protect Europe. 

And it places strict limits on the cost 
to the American taxpayers for expan
sion, ensuring that our current NATO 
allies pay their fair share of the cost 
and that the American taxpayers will 
no longer be required to subsidize the 
national expenses of any countries, in
cluding the new members-Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic-for 
them to meet their NA TO commit
men ts. 

If the administration had refused to 
accept these and other conditions con
tained in the resolution, Mr. President, 
I guarantee we would not have the con
sensus that we have here this after
noon. I would, under that cir
cumstance, be on the Senate floor all 
this week leading the fight to delay 
NATO expansion until the administra
tion did accept those conditions, and 
the professional commentators would 
probably be criticizing the Senate for 
holding this important administration 
priority hostage. 

The consensus is not unanimity. A 
number of my Senate colleagues, for 
whom I have enormous respect, still 
have concerns. For one, we have heard 
some Senators raise the issue of NATO 
dilution. I am concerned about the di
lution of NATO as well, but let's not 
confuse the issue. No one-no one
should be concerned that adding these 
new members will somehow dilute 
NATO. What we need to prevent is the 
dilution of NATO's mission and 
NATO's purpose, and we need to make 
sure that peacekeeping and nation 
building do not eclipse territorial de
fense as a primary alliance function. 

I believe we have done that with our 
resolution of ratification by requiring 
that NATO defense planning remain fo
cused on territorial defense and tied to 
the security of NATO members, not 
vague concepts like stability in Eu
rope. There is none of that in this reso
lution of ratification. 

The most important step we can take 
to stop NATO dilution is to bring Po
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
into the NATO alliance, and these 
countries know better than anybody 
else the need to keep NA TO focused on 
territorial defense. Each of these coun
tries spent the better part of this cen
tury, remember, either under foreign 
occupation or as satellites of a hostile 
superpower. They represent three more 
votes within the councils of NATO for 
the view of NATO with a clear-cut but 
limited mission. 

Some have suggested that we take 
steps to curtail NATO's ability to act 

"out of area," as they put it; that is to 
say, outside of the North Atlantic area. 
That would be a serious mistake. The 
threats to the NATO alliance are 
changing and evolving. The day may 
not be far off when the principal threat 
to the territory of NATO members 
would not be a resurgent Russia but a 
missile strike or a terrorist attack 
launched by rogue states such as Iran, 
Iraq, Syria, or Libya. 

The point is this, Mr. President: 
Would we really want to constrain 
NATO's ability to respond out of area 
with disproportionate force against a 
regime who dared to use chemical or 
biological weapons on the territory of a 
NATO member? Would we want to bar 
NATO's ability to strike out of area to 
prevent such attacks? Of course we 
wouldn't. With the end of the cold war, 
NATO's ability to act out of area will 
be more important as threats to the 
territory of NATO members change and 
evolve. 

Some have said that NATO expansion 
is unnecessarily provocative to Russia. 
That is just plain wrong. NATO expan
sion in no way threatens Russian de
mocracy or precludes building friendly 
relations with Russia. If anything, it 
will make it easier for us to maintain 
friendly relations with Russia, because 
an expanded NATO will shut off Rus
sia's avenue to more destructive pat
terns of behavior. 

Henry Kissinger pointed out that 
NATO expansion will "encourage Rus
sian leaders to break with the fateful 
rhythm of Russian history ... and 
discourage Russia's historical policy of 
creating a security belt of important 
and, if possible, politically dependent 
states around its borders." 

In other words, what he was saying is 
Russia will no longer have the option, 
should the temptation ever arise, of 
seeking to restore its hegemony in 
Central Europe. With that avenue shut 
off, Russia is more likely to seek con
structive options in its relations with 
the West. 

Some others have suggested that the 
Senate require that Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic first gain ad
mission to the European Union before 
we admit them to NATO. With all due 
respect to our friends in Europe, the 
European Union could not find its way 
out of a wet paper bag, and we need to 
face up to that. 

Giving the European Union a veto 
over who does and who does not get 
into NATO would be nothing less than 
the abdication of American leadership 
in Europe. The fact is this: Admitting 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub
lic to NATO is in America's best inter
est. If it were not, I would not be stand
ing here this afternoon. These nations 
will be among the most reliable pro
American NATO allies that we could 
ever hope for. Indeed, I would go so far 
as to say that not only do these coun
tries need NATO, America needs these 
countries in NATO. 

That was certainly clear to me dur
ing the standoff with Iraq earlier this 
year. While many of our current NATO 
allies stuck their heads in the sand and 
wiggled their fannies, Poland and Hun
gary and the Czech Republic did not do 
that. They immediately and without 
hesitation said, "We will send troops in 
alongside the American forces if a mili
tary response is necessary in Iraq." 

Furthermore, while many of our 
friends in Europe pursue policies in 
Cuba and China- that is, self-serving 
policies-these countries stand with us 
in working to promote human rights 
and to promote democracy in those 
last few bastions of communism. 

So, Mr. President, I am convinced 
that Poland and Hungary and the 
Czech Republic will be among the first 
to stand with us in times of crisis and 
will support America as we work to en
sure that NATO remains what it is 
today-the most effective military alli
ance in human history. 

As I have tried to make clear, 
through the efforts of many Senators 
we have ensured with this pending res
olution of ratification that NATO ex
pansion is done the right way. I urge 
all Senators to vote for this resolution 
and right the historical wrongs of 
Yalta and support NATO expansion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB

ERTS). The distinguished majority lead
er is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased the Senate is beginning to for
mally debate now the enlargement of 
NATO. I want to emphasize that this is 
the "formal" beginning of the debate. 
The real beginning goes back more 
than 4 years. 

I want to again commend and con
gratulate the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee for his work on 
this issue and his leadership, and, of 
course, the ranking member, the Sen
ator from Delaware. I note the pres
ence of two other distinguished Sen
ators on the floor, Senator WARNER and 
Senator MOYNIHAN. They have some 
very important views which they will 
express, and they will have an amend
ment or amendments that I think will 
be very carefully considered by the 
Senate. 

I do think it is important that we 
note that this issue has been debated 
for years. We did have some discussion 
a month ago. But because Senators felt 
that they needed more time to consider 
the issues-at least one Senator ex
pressed the desire to actually go to Eu
rope and meet with our allies, meet 
with NATO ambassadors, go to the af
fected countries. I thought that was a 
legitimate request, so some time was 
allowed to pass. 

But now I think it is important that 
we stay focused on this. There will be 
no other issue that will be debated 
today or tomorrow or Wednesday other 
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than NATO enlargement so that Sen
ators will have a chance to focus, and 
so that the news media will feel this 
debate has been focused, and we can 
give it the consideration that a his
toric treaty of this nature deserves. 

I had hoped that the U.S. Senate 
could have been the first country to 
vote on the enlargement of NATO. But 
Canada, Germany and Denmark have 
already ratified the enlargement by 
overwhelming margins. 

I must express some surprise over 
media accounts which claim the Sen
ate is giving NATO enlargement short 
shrift and we are rushing to judgment. 
We have not. We will not. The Senate 
should not rush to judgment on a trea
ty of this magnitude. 

In 1994, in 1995, and in 1996 the Senate 
explicitly voted on urging NATO en
largement. The implications of this 
issue were all raised by opponents of 
that legislation, and in each case the 
legislation was overwhelmingly passed. 
But it has been debated and discussed 
and considered by the previous admin
istration, by this administration, and 
by Congresses and the Senate since 
1994. 

Last April, I realized how serious this 
issue was. That is why I, along with the 
Democratic leader, created a special 
group, with the endorsement of the 
President, beyond the existing com
mittee structure, to make sure that 
Senators were involved and were think
ing about this enlargement question, 
to make sure that Senators on both 
sides of the aisle, not on the commit
tees directly involved, would have a 
chance to attend hearings and go to 
Europe. 

The Senate NATO enlargement group 
included 28 percent of the Senate-28 
Senators. I made it a particular point 
to make sure that Senators who had 
reservations that had already been ex
pressed would be included. That is why 
Senator WARNER was in the group, Sen
ator KA y BAILEY HUTCIDSON was in the 
group. Senator MOYNIHAN was included. 
And it did include members from the 
Appropriations Committee, the Armed 
Services Committee, the Intelligence 
and Foreign Relations Committees. 

The observer group held 17 meetings 
with administration officials as well as 
political and military leaders from Eu
rope. Senator ROTH led two observer 
group delegations to Europe. 

I want to say at this point that I, 
too, took the time to go and meet with 
our allies. I went to London, and then 
I went to Brussels. I met with all of the 
NATO ambassadors. I went to Buda
pest, Hungary. I have taken advantage 
of opportunities to meet with leaders 
from the Czech Republic and Poland as 
well as Hungary to make sure I under
stood all the ramifications of this very 
important issue. 

I think the criticism that we moved 
too quickly or have not seriously con
sidered the issues of NATO enlarge-

ment does a real disservice to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. Their 
hearing record, for instance, from just 
6 weeks last year is 552 pages long, re
flecting six hearings with 32 witnesses. 

More than 20 Senators have already 
spoken on NATO enlargement here on 
the floor when it was considered last 
month. GAO and CRS have issued more 
than 30 reports on NATO enlargement. 
More than 1,000 op-eds, editorials and 
articles have been published in news
papers and academic journals on NATO 
enlargement. In fact, just recently I 
have seen endorsements, I believe, 
from the Washington Post and the 
Washington Times and criticism from 
the New York Times. So there has been 
a lot of thought, and a lot of articles 
and editorials have been written on 
this very important matter. 

Let me provide an answer to one of 
the questions about the timing and na
ture of the Senate debate on this mo
mentous issue. Why is there not more 
controversy? The answer is the sup
porters of NATO enlargement have 
been successfully making the case for 5 
years. The arguments in support of 
NATO enlargement have convinced an 
impressive array of individuals and or
ganizations. Much of the groundwork 
has been laid. That is why the 1996 
platforms of both the Republican and 
Democratic Parties endorsed NATO en
largement. That is why every living 
former Secretary of State supports 
NATO enlargement. 

I have made up my mind to support 
NATO enlargement. I believe it is in 
the strategic, moral, and political in
terests of the United States, as well as 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub
lic. 

Later this week all Senators will 
have a chance to vote on this issue. I 
think they will have all the time-I am 
going to make sure they have all the 
time they need to express themselves. I 
think the vote will be decided by an 
overwhelming margin. And it is a ques
tion not only of the security of the 
United States, but expanding the 
NATO alliance to these three coun
tries. I think it will shape the future of 
Europe for many years to come. 

I do subscribe to the view expressed 
by some-I believe Senator BIDEN has 
said this-that it is a natural extension 
of having won the cold war in that it is 
extending the ring of freedom to those 
countries that would like to join 
NATO. 

That is one thing that impressed me 
so much. In Hungary, they have made 
progress toward democracy. They are 
making progress toward a stronger 
economy. They do want to have better 
communication and cooperation be
tween our military capabilities. They 
are committed to doing the things that 
are necessary to help their country as 
a member of NATO and as they move 
toward full membership in the Euro
pean Union. I think they would be 

greatly disturbed if at this point, after 
all these considerations and after the 
efforts they have taken after the votes 
that they had in their own countries, if 
we walked away from this opportunity. 

There are those who say, "Well, what 
about Russia? Won't they be alarmed 
by this?" First, it is interesting to me 
that some of our colleagues who have 
felt the strongest against the Soviet 
Union and have raised the most con
cerns about Russia are the ones now 
saying, "Oh, well, what will Russia 
think?" Well, I think we should con
sider that. 

But look at Senator LUGAR, who for 
years has been trying to make sure 
that the United States worked on its 
relations with Russia. He is for the 
NATO enlargement. He would certainly 
not want to do something that would 
harm the interests we share in a devel
oping relationship with Russia. The 
bottom line is that NATO poses no 
threat to Russia or Russians unless 
Russia has ambitions against current 
or prospective NATO members. 

As I noted, Senator WARNER will 
have an amendment to have a 3-year 
pause before NATO acts to invite addi
tional members. There is no Member 
who is more thoughtful than Senator 
JOHN WARNER of Virginia when it 
comes to our national security, our 
military, NATO, and European security 
interests. I do not think that he is 
right in this instance that we need this 
pause. I think it would send the wrong 
signals. 

I think we can make the right judg
ment as to how much time should be 
required or when additional countries 
would be invited to join. But I do think 
it is important we think about that 
and that we give all the time that is 
desired to the Senators who want to 
advance this amendment so that we 
can think clearly about what will the 
future hold as far as other countries 
that might be considered for admission 
to NATO and where it will eventually 
lead. 

But we do have unanimous support 
from, as I said, the former Secretaries 
of State. We have the support of former 
President Bush, former President 
Carter, and a bipartisan group of five 
former Senators. I ask unanimous con
sent that their letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOUSTON, TX, 
February 24, 1998. 

His Excellency VACLAV HAVEL, 
President of the Czech Republic, 
Prague. 

DEAR VACLAV: I was delighted to receive 
your letter of February 10 favoring NATO ex
pansion. Though I have no authority any
more, I certainly will take into consider
ation your arguments when discussing NATO 
expansion, which I strongly favor. 

It is my view that Russia itself is better off 
with an expanded NATO, though Russia 
clearly does not see it that way yet. 
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On another subject, I was very pleased to 

see that picture of you greeting one of your 
Olympic heroes. You look well and that 
pleases me , for I have been concerned about 
your heal th. 

Warm best wishes from your friend, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

THE CARTER CENTER, 
Atlanta, GA, March 18, 1998. 

Hon. Senate Majority Leader TRENT LOTT, 
Senate Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

To Senate Majority Leader TRENT LOTT: I 
understand that the full Senate will soon 
consider the amendments to the Washington 
Treaty of 1949, which created NATO, to 
admit The Czech Republic, Poland, and Hun
gary as new members. 

Given the strong bipartisan support for 
NATO expansion as reflected in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee vote, I hope 
that through your leadership the full Senate 
will give its overwhelming endorsement as 
well. 

I was initially very concerned about the 
potential negative reactions within Russia. 
Like many, I was concerned that forces with
in Russia who perceived NATO expansion as 
a reflection of Russian weakness could mar
shall public opinion in opposition to close 
ties to the West and to further moves toward 
disarmament, particularly nuclear. My con
cerns have, however, been considerably alle
viated through the open and forthright way 
Russia 's fears have been addressed, although 
I realize there are still many opposed in Rus
sia, which may be reflected in the Duma's 
debate over ratification of the Start II Trea
ty. 

I believe it is vitally important to US for
eign policy and security interests that NATO 
remain the cornerstone of cooperation on se
curity matters in Europe, all the more as we 
witness the continued unrest in the Balkans. 
Strong, bipartisan support from the Senate 
would be seen in Europe as a clear indication 
of US commitment. I therefore encourage all 
Senators to view NATO expansion as very 
much in the US interest and give my full en
dorsement. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. TRENT LOTT' 
Senate Majority Leader, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC. 

JIMMY CARTER. 

APRIL 23, 1998. 

DEAR MR. MAJORITY LEADER: In the next 
few days, the United States Senate will be 
confronted with a historic vote: the expan
sion of NATO to include Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic. 

We have watched the rapid progress of 
these three countries as they have rejoined 
the free societies of the world community. 
We are convinced that expanding NATO is 
good for the Alliance and for the United 
States. 
It is unquestionably in the interest of the 

American people for Europe to remain free 
and democratic, safe and secure. Having won 
the Cold War, we now have a fleeting chance 
to secure through peace what we once fought 
to achieve through war. 

The Senate has held numerous hearings re
garding NATO expansion, all of which have 
examined the issues surrounding the NATO 
debate. At least three different committees 
have examined every aspect of NATO en
largement. Even more importantly, the full 
Senate has acted on a number of occasions 
on legislation that would help speed the 
transition of Central European countries 

into NATO. The Senate has held several 
major debates and taken recorded votes as 
early as January 1994 that demonstrate over
whelming support for rapid transition for 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
into NATO. The process, therefore, has been 
protracted, intensive and conclusive. 

Now, the world watches for a sign of Amer
ican leadership. To hesitate would send a sig
nal that the U.S. role in the world has begun 
to drift. We urge our former colleagues to 
shine forth with a strong signal of leadership 
by voting in support of NATO expansion. 

Sincerely, 
HANK BROWN. 
ALAN DIXON. 
ALAN SIMPSON. 
PAUL SIMON. 
GEORGE MITCHELL. 

Mr. LOTT. I am looking forward to 
listening to the debate. I know that it 
will rise to the standard that the Sen
ate has always reached in consider
ation of historic matters of this type. I 
think when we get to the conclusion, 
hopefully by Wednesday, the American 
people will feel we have done our duty 
appropriately. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin

guished leader and very dear friend for 
his kind remarks. But I would say that 
if the issue of sufficient time to debate 
was ever an issue, then it is long since 
to be put aside because, as the distin
guished leader recited very carefully 
this morning, the Senate has given a 
lot of very conscientious deliberation 
to this issue, and now we have had a re
cess of some several weeks during 
which a number of colleagues, I say to 
the leader, and others, have had the op
portunity to reflect adequately, in my 
judgment, on the seriousness of this 
question. It is time that we proceed 
today. I am confident at such time as 
the Senate reaches the vote this week, 
there will be no voice in opposition 
based on the absence of an adequate op
portunity to consider it. So I thank the 
distinguished majority leader, and in
deed the minority leader who collabo
rated in seeing that the Senate had 
adequate time. 

We have our differences, Mr. Presi
dent. And I should propound a question 
or two to my distinguished colleague 
momentarily, the chairman of the For
eign Relations Committee. But first I 
think it is important-Senator MOY
NIHAN and I have joined in our collabo
rative efforts to bring to the attention 
of the Senate our concerns in the form 
of two amendments. 

I will say, although not present at 
the moment on the floor, there are 
many others who have joined with us. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, I spoke 
with him just moments ago. He will be 
joining in the debate this afternoon
Mr. HARKIN. 

It is truly, Mr. President, a bipar
tisan effort of some Senators who spent 
many long hours working together and 

discussing this issue very thoroughly. 
There is not to be found in this debate, 
in my judgment, a single element of 
partisanship. It is truly a debate of 
conscience. 

For the assistance of Senators, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN and I will put in the RECORD 
today, without objection, Mr. Presi
dent , a letter from Paul Nitze; of the 
School of Advanced International 
Studies and a letter from Mr. George 
Kennan, former Ambassador to the 
then-Soviet Union- two men who have 
dedicated much of their careers to the 
very issue about which we will be dis
cussing, NATO and, most specifically, 
its enlargement. I ask unanimous con
sent those letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, THE 
PAUL H. NITZE SCHOOL OF AD
VANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, 

Washington, DC, April 24, 1998. 
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington , DC. 
DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Your effort to 

introduce a more deliberate approach to the 
question of NATO expansion is most con
structive. We are in a period of great change 
in the security challenges for which our 
country must be prepared, but it is also an 
era in which we would be foolish to squander 
the opportunities opened by the end of the 
Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. 

Perhaps the most important such oppor
tunity is the chance to bring Russia into the 
community of nations. A sensible policy to 
support that objective would concentrate on 
lending political and economic support to 
the development of a democratic, market
oriented society in Russia. NATO expansion 
distracts both us and the Russians from that 
goal. Indeed, the open-ended expansion being 
proposed for the alliance points toward in
creasing friction with post-Communist Rus
sia for years to come. Driving Russia into a 
corner plays into the arguments of those 
most hostile to forging a productive rela
tionship with the United States and its al
lies. It is not a sound basis for future sta
bility in Europe, particularly when no cur
rent or projected threats warrant extending 
the alliance. 

As you and Senator Warner have proposed, 
the preferable path surely lies in the direc
tion of enlarging the European Union to em
brace the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe. Negotiations have now begun for the 
accession to the EU of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, along with others. En
couraging those negotiations is the most 
useful emphasis the Senate could give to cur
rent trends in Europe. It makes no sense at 
all to enlarge NATO merely " to fill the 
void, " as one senior administration official 
described the current process. We should, on 
the contrary, use the period while the EU is 
negotiating its own enlargement to dem
onstrate that the Partnership for Peace
which now has more than 25 partners-is the 
suitable relationship for European countries 
which are not members of NATO. 

In the present security environment, 
NATO expansion is not only unnecessary; it 
is gratuitous. If we want a Europe whole and 
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free, we are not likely to get it by making 
NATO fat and feeble. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL H. NITZE. 

[From the World Policy Journal, Spring, 
1998) 

MAROONED IN THE COLD WAR 

(An Exchange between Mark Danner and 
George F. Kennan, Strobe Talbott, and Lee 
H. Hamilton) 

(Mark Danner's article, " Marooned in the 
Cold War: America, the Alliance, and the 
Quest for a Vanished World," which was pub
lished in the fall 1997 issue of this journal, 
elicited a strong response from prominent 
writers in government and out. An exchange 
of letters between Richard Holbrooke, 
former assistant secretary of state for Euro-

. pean affairs, and Mr. Danner appeared in our 
winter 1997/98 issue. In the following pages, 
we are pleased to publish letters in response 
to "Marooned in the Cold War" addressed to 
Mr. Danner by the eminent historian and 
diplomat George F. Kennan, Deputy Sec
retary of State Strobe Talbott, and Rep. Lee 
H. Hamilton, ranking Democratic member of 
the House Committee on International Rela
tions, along with Mr. Danner's replies.) 

From George F. Kennan: I have read the ar
ticle twice, once upon receiving it and again 
just a short time ago, before writing this let
ter. It is hard for me to express, without 
pressing the border of the fulsome, my reac
tions to it. Let me just say that I have seen 
no finer treatment than this one, both as a 
summary of the salient features of the con
duct of American policy in earlier decades of 
this century, and as a treatment of the be
wilderments into which we are now heading. 
What a pity, I find myself thinking, that this 
article could not be given the wide exposure 
it deserves and allowed to serve as corner
stone for a national debate on the problems 
and directions of American policy at this 
crucial post-Cold War moment. To put it 
briefly, the article is, to my way of thinking, 
in all respects excellent. 

That neither this article, nor any other 
broad and thoughtful treatment of the ques
tions you write about, could serve the pur
pose I have just mentioned, is obvious. It 
would be drowned in the cacophony created 
by the television, computer, and advertising 
industries which, each in its way, if they 
were to take any notice of it at all, would do 
so only in order to tear it to pieces and to 
exploit individual pieces as over-simplified 
sound-bites, here today and gone tomorrow. 
In itself, as I am sure you would agree, what 
is at stake in this sad state of affairs is a 
problem of tragic and momentous impor
tance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in
capable even of understanding the true di
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving. 

This was the reason why, in one of my 
books (Around the Cragged Hill) I urged the 
establishment of a wholly nonpolitical but 
prestigious advisory body, totally outside 
the boundaries of the political process, to ad
dress some of the deeper problems of the 
country and to let its advice, conclusions , 

and recommendations be pondered by presi
dents, Congresses, state and local govern
ments, and people at large. But never, I am 
sure, have any of my words ever met with 
less resonance than did the pages on which 
that suggestion was put forward; and with 
this total indifference facing me, I have seen 
no reason to press it further. 

So much for the article in general. Now for 
one nit-pick and a couple of comments. 

You refer to the Russians, on page 18, as 
having " accepted" the expansion of the 
NATO borders. Whether this is or is not a 
correct understanding depends on the mean
ing you give to the word " accepted." If it be 
taken to mean that one accepts something 
highly unwillingly and regretfully, per
suaded that one has no other alternative, 
that is one thing. But if one accepts it in the 
sense that one has become persuaded of its 
merits, approves of it, welcomes it, and 
would not wish things to be otherwise, that, 
of course, is something else. 

No one in authority in Russia today would, 
I am sure, accept the NATO expansion In the 
latter of these two senses. In the former? 
Yes, the vast majority would see it that way. 
What, after all, could they do about it? They 
could not oppose it by force of arms. The 
NATO leaders had said that they would not 
discuss it. They repeatedly emphasized that 
their decision was final, and that was that. 

Yeltsin personally would probably accom
modate himself to this state of affairs more 
easily than others would have done. He was 
plainly disinclined to make a serious issue of 
it in his relations with NATO, and with the 
United States in particular. But he too, has 
repeatedly stated publicly (and most re
cently only in the last few days) that he 
could not accept the expansion. On the con
trary he regretted and deplored it. And in 
other sections of the regime, in the Par
liament and among the military leadership, 
feelings were plainly angry and resentful. 
Neither of these circles, after all-neither 
the Parliamentarians nor the military lead
ers- had been, so far as the outsider can see, 
consulted or allowed to participate in the re
cent meetings between, Yeltsin and Western 
leaders where these questions of the NATO 
expansion were discussed. The military, in 
particular, have felt themselves humiliated 
and demeaned in their professional dignity 
by this unilateral decision on the part of the 
Western powers, and have seen it as a shame
ful exploitation of a temporary and quite ab
normal weakness in their own military pos
ture. 

The American authors of the expansion, 
disquieted, I suspect, by some of the adverse 
reactions their initiative has unleashed, 
have been at pains to persuade us that the 
Russians have actually accepted it volun
tarily, that they are now quite happy about 
it, and that it will cause no serious dif
ficulty. The nationalist elements in the Rus
sian public, they point out, consist primarily 
of older people , now a passing generation, 
who have never had great electoral support. 
The youth, they would say, have for the 
most part supported Yeltsin. And the com
mon people don't care. 

Perhaps, perhaps. But the military have 
not yet been heard from. And aside from 
that, a process has now been put in motion 
that can hardly be stopped until NATO has 
come to take in practically all of Europe ex
cept the Balkans, at the risk of making of 
itself a dangerous absurdity rather than a 
meaningful alliance. 

But enough of that. There is one more 
comment that I should like to make. Ma
dame Albright is quoted as saying that 

NATO's foundation, 50 years ago, " gave Eu
rope confidence in economic recovery." I 
would have to challenge that statement 
quite flatly. It was not at all the foundation 
of NATO but rather the Marshall Plan, put 
forward one to two years earlier, that had 
this effect. The foundation of NATO was ac
tually a detraction from the beneficial effect 
that the Marshall Plan was at that time hav
ing on European opinion and particularly on 
the confidence of the Europeans in their own 
economic recovery. The foundation of NATO 
demanded that very large sums, which other
wise could have gone into the economic re
covery process, were now to be diverted into 
the building up of armed forces in the center 
of Europe. And this, a number of us felt, was 
not only unnecessary, given the cir
cumstances of that moment, but directly 
detrimental to certain of the positive devel
opments which the Marshall Plan had put in 
motion. 

The wider and more lasting basis for my 
own opposition to the NATO expansion will 
be visible to you, I think, from the enclosed 
copies of two of the final pages of my own 
last book (At a Century's Ending), pages that 
were written, I seem to recall, at the end of 
the year 1994. 

My congratulations, once more, on the 
qualities of your article, not the least, if not 
the most important, of which was the excel
lence of the writing October 15, 1997. 

Mr. Danner replies: As I sit down to write I 
must frankly admit that I run the clear 
risk-as you so well put it-of " pressing the 
border of the fulsome." The fact is, the beau
ty and extraordinary generosity of what you 
wrote left me rather stunned. 

In the last quarter century, I have read, I 
believe, nearly everything you have written. 
To me you became-and here I am afraid I 
tread very close to that perilous border
something of a hero. In large part, this was 
because of the tenacity of your principles (a 
phrase that should properly be redundant 
but in our world today sadly is not). Perhaps 
in equal part, though, it was because of the 
supreme artistry of your work. 

Of course, I agree fully, and sadly, with 
you that " the national political establish
ment ... has shown itself totally incapable 
even of understanding the true dimensions of 
this problem." And yet nonetheless I find 
myself increasingly amazed by the steady 
and silent progress of the enlargement pol
icy. I suppose I go on hoping that the debate 
must come; and yet as the days pass the 
phrases of our senior public officials simply 
grow murkier and murkier and the public 
discussion, what little of it there is, is di
rected more toward obscuring the underlying 
issues than uncovering and illuminating 
them. I wish, for example, I had had the wit 
to point out, as you do, that in declaring 
that NATO had originally given Europe 
" confidence in economic recovery," Mrs. 
Albright not only speaks inaccurately but 
manages to falsify a history of competing 
military alliances and civilian institutions 
that might well have taught today's policy
makers a critical lesson, if they had both
ered to look. 

Now, of course, arguments of frank absurd
ity hold the stage, notably Mrs. Albright's 
r epeated declarations, as she promotes the 
expansion of the alliance, that in Europe 
there is now "no more us and them. There is 
only one side." Many erstwhile critics, 
meantime, let themselves sink into bleak 
resignation. 

I certainly agree, and hope I made clear in 
my message, that the Russians can be said to 
have " accepted" the expansion only in the 
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most limited sense, so limited in fact that 
the word "accept" used in this way, might as 
well be meaningless. The least that can be 
said of this is that a dynamic process has 
begun, and no one can doubt that it takes re
lations between our two countries in a very 
different direction from the one in which we 
were traveling only four or five years ago. It 
seems impossible to say what might have 
happened; but I am profoundly disappointed 
that some of the positive elements of those 
relations are now very unlikely to be pur
sued. 

By the way, I know At the Century's End
ing, and its beautifully crafted last pages, 
very well. Rereading the photocopies you 
sent has encouraged me to go back to the 
book's beginning, and I am now happily in 
the midst of making my way through its 
pages once more. 

Mr. WARNER. Also, Mr. President, I 
would like to place in the RECORD ex
cerpts from a speech delivered by the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, before the Associ
ated Press on April 20, in which he out
lined with some specificity, and indeed 
absolute clarity, his deep concerns. 
And he put it in a historical context. 
This is a document worthy of each Sen
ator's consideration as they proceed to 
prepare themselves fully for this de
bate. 

I will read one excerpt, as follows: 
And there were reservations. Georg·e Ken

nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope for peace. The eventual incorpora
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger
many surely attests to this thought. History 
is repeating itself, so much that it could be 
said we are on the verge of fighting the last 
war. 

Half a century ago, the Soviets kept their 
eastern neighbors out of the Marshall Plan, 
so an Iron Curtain descended across Europe. 
Five decades later, it is the west Europeans 
who are not prepared to admit the Poles, 
Hungarians, Czechs, Slovenians, Estonians, 
who have made clear their hopes to join a 
continental common market, the European 
Union, which would make for a united and 
secure Europe. Last fall Ambassador Richard 
Holbrooke noted the irony, "Almost a decade 
has gone by since the Berlin Wall fell and, 
instead of reaching out to Central Europe, 
the European Union turned toward a bizarre 
search for a common currency. So NATO en
largement had to fill the void. " 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 
idea we find difficult to absorb and under
standably so. But we had better do [that]. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 
I will have the remainder of the ex

cerpts printed in the RECORD, but I 
think as we proceed in this debate 
there are a number of documents that 
should be carefully considered. I ask 
unanimous consent that the excerpts I 
referred to be printed in the RECORD, 
along with the most recent cost esti
mate by the Congressional Budget Of
fice, dated March 17, 1998. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXCERPTS FROM SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S 
SPEECH 

The founding of NATO in 1949, then a pact 
of 12 nations, was an act of rare foresight and 
political will. Yet, it had its ambiguities. At 
the signing ceremony, President Truman ob
served that the alliance was made necessary 
because " one of the major powers"-the 
USSR- had blocked the formation of an 
international force provided for in Article 43 
of the Charter that was to have enabled the 
United Nations to preserve world peace. By 
contrast, the AP account of the signing cere
mony recorded that the French Foreign Min
ister, "speaking in his native tongue," noted 
that the new treaty in no way compromised 
his country's nonaggression pact with the 
Soviet Union. Rather, said the French Min
ister in the words of the dispatch, " This is 
directed against a possible future German 
menace." Indeed, in 1966, President Charles 
de Gaulle, having developed an independent 
atomic potential, withdrew France from 
NATO and unceremoniously threw our head
quarters cadre out of his country. 

And there were reservations. George Ken
nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope of peace. The eventual incorpora
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger
many surely attests to this thought. 

Much of this history is repeating itself, so 
much that it could be said we are on the 
verge of fighting the last war. Half a century 
ago the Soviets kept their Eastern neighbors 
out of the Marshall Plan, and so an iron cur
tain descended across Europe. Five decades 
later it is the west Europeans who are not 
prepared to admit the Poles, Hungarians, 
Czechs, Slovenes, Estonians, who have made 
clear their hopes to join a continental com
mon market, the European Union, which 
would make for a united and secure Europe. 
Last fall Ambassador Richard Holbrooke 
noted the irony, " Almost a decade has gone 
by since the Berlin Wall fell and, instead of 
reaching out to Central Europe, the Euro
pean Union turned toward a bizarre search 
for a common currency. So NATO enlarge
ment had to fill a void." 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 
idea we find difficult to absorb and under
standably so. But we had better do. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 
On December 7, 1988, Mikhail Gorbachev gave 
an extraordinary speech to the General As
sembly of the United Nations declaring, "We 
in no way aspire to be the bearer of ultimate 
truth." The Marxist promise had failed in as
tonishing ways. (Thus, in 1996, a 16-year-old 
Russian male had only a 54 percent chance of 
surviving to age 60; two percentage points 
less than had he been born a century earlier!) 
In the meantime, ethnic hostilities, which 
were in theory meant to disappear, seemed 
to rise on every hand. In 1992, Gorbachev 
spoke to us in Statuary Hall in the Capitol 
of the problems of Russians now outside Rus
sia: 

" One problem which is assuming an acute 
and at times dramatic character in Russia is 
that of ethnic enclaves which, thanks to the 
breakup of the formerly unified state orga
nism are being violently separated from 
their accustomed motherland, and now find 
themselves on the other side of a national 
boundary .... 

"The situation is aggravated by the parox
ysms of extreme nationalism which have 
here and there generated direct discrimina-

tion against minorities. Sometimes this is 
carried to a point which resembles apartheid. 
In this situation, any incautious step by 
anyone, however well intended it might be, 
can be misinterpreted and used in a way con
trary to what was anticipated." 

" Any incautious step." As, for example, 
expanding NATO to the Soviet border of 
Kaliningrad. Or officials in Moscow com
paring the leader of Latvia to Pol Pot, as 
happened just last week. 

Also last week Charles Krauthammer, 
blunt as ever asked in The Washington Post 
column: "Is NATO expansion directed 
against Russia?" " Of course it is, " he an
swered. 

If we don 't see that, surely the Russians 
do. This is painfully clear in their National 
Security Blueprint issued by President 
Yeltsin on December 17, 1997. It is a 14,500 
word assessment of their bleak situation and 
their only seeming option. "The former de
fense system has been disrupted, and the cre
ation of a new one is proceeding slowly. Long 
unprotected sections of the Russian Federa
tion state border have appeared." What does 
remain and does work are the strategic nu
clear forces. And so: 

" Russia reserves the right to use all the 
forces and systems at its disposal, including 
nuclear weapons, if the unleashing of armed 
aggression results in a threat to the actual 
existence of the Russian Federation as an 
independent sovereign state." 

Conspiciously, the Duma has yet to ratify 
the START II Treaty signed in 1991. In a 
careful argument against NATO expansion 
first published in The Los Angeles Times, 
Howard Baker, Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft 
and Alton Frye termed this a doctrine of 
" inflexible response. " A generation of arms 
negotiations, beginning under President Ei
senhower, all directed against " first use" nu
clear policies seems now to have been re
jected. 

A Newsday editorial of March 15 began 
with George Kennan's stark assessment: 
"Expanding NATO would be the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire post
cold-war era." 

More recently Kennan has written in 
World Policy Journal: 

" ... what is at stake in this sad state of 
affairs is a problem of tragic and momentous 
importance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten
tial weight of this country in world affairs . 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in
capable even of understanding the true di
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving." 

Now is the time to look to the Senate. 
There will be a debate. Thanks to the insist
ence of Senators such as John Warner, Bob 
Smith, and Tom Harkin, there will be a de
bate. As of now there is not much doubt as 
to the outcome. This could change. Public 
opinion would seem to be changing. As re
cent Pew opinion survey found that approval 
for NATO expansion has dropped to 49 per
cent, with a large undecided element. 

But should the vote go as expected, may 
we at least hope that the people and that the 
"national political establishment, " as Am
bassador Kennan has it, be alert to the risk 
we will have taken? We might even change 
our mind one day. We might even recall that 
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Article 51 of the Charter of the United Na
tions recognizes "the inherent right of indi
vidual or collective self-defense if an armed 
attack occurs against a Member of the 
United Nations .... " Which includes every 
nation in Eastern Europe. This is grounds on 
which we went to war with Iraq. It is the law 
of nations. Concerning which at the General 
Assembly in 1988, Gorbachev declared " Pacta 
Sunt Servanda." Agreements must be kept. 
That is all President Truman intended at 
that ceremony in 1949. The law of the Char
ter must be enforced. Such "idealism" no 
longer resonates with Americans. But surely 
it is the great standard we have given the 
world. Russia included. It deserves our atten
tion. 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, March 17, 1998. 
Hon. JESSE HELMS, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost 
estimate for the Resolution of Ratification 
of Treaty Document 10&-36. 

If you wish further details on this esti
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contact is Jeannette Deshong, 
who can be reached at 226-2840. 

Sincerely, 
JUNE E. O'NEILL. 

Enclosure. 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 

ESTIMATE 
RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION OF TREATY 

DOCUMENT 105-36 

(Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949 on Accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic) 

Summary 
The resolution would ratify protocols to 

the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 that would 
admit Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re
public as members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO). Expanding the 
alliance would require the United States to 
contribute additional funding for equipment 
or capabilities shared by members of NATO. 
CBO estimates that those costs would ini
tially be in the tens of millions of dollars 
and would reach about $100 million a year 
after four or five years. Ultimately, the 
United States and its NATO allies have con
siderable discretion in how to implement the 
protocols and, therefore, in the costs that 
would be incurred. 
Estimated Cost to the Federal Government 

On December 16, 1997, the United States 
and the other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty signed protocols to expand NATO to 
include three new members. Article V of the 
treaty commits each nation to provide as
sistance-including the use of armed force
to restore and maintain the security of any 
threatened member. The protocols, if rati
fied, would extend full NATO membership to 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic in
cluding a security guarantee under Article 
v. 

In addition to spending for special national 
needs, NATO members contribute funds for 
equipment and facilities needed to accom
plish common goals. NATO members share 
the costs of the alliance's spending for civil
ian and military headquarters, the Airborne 
Early Warning Force, various science and 
public information programs, and the NATO 
Security Investment Program (SIP) that 
covers common infrastructure projects, com-

munications and air defense systems. Overall 
totals for the commonly funded budgets are 
determined collectively, and individual con
tributions are based on formulas for burden 
sharing. 

Expanding the alliance would entail great
er costs for improving command, control, 
communications, logistics and infrastruc
ture-primarily the activities covered under 
SIP. The United States and its NATO allies, 
however, would have considerable discretion 
in how to implement the protocols and, 
therefore, in the costs that would be in
curred. For example, standards for facilities, 
equipment, and training cover a wide range. 
Depending on what standards NATO sets, the 
budgetary consequences could vary substan
tially. Nevertheless, NATO has provided 
some initial studies that lay out basic mili-
tary requirements. -

At the December 1997 ministerial meetings, 
NATO's Senior Resource Board (SRB) pre
sented cost estimates for expansion-related 
projects that would be eligible for common 
funding. In that report, the SRB identified 
costs of $1.5 billion for the next ten years. 
Assuming that current rules for burden shar
ing would continue under the protocols, the 
United States would cover 25 percent of 
those costs, or approximately $40 million per 
year. Similarly, the Department of Defense 
(DoD) assumes that NATO funding will in
crease gradually over the next four to five 
years with U.S. assessments for additional 
military costs reaching $36 million in 2002. 

CBO's estimate includes an allowance of 
$25 million a year for the likelihood that 
U.S. costs would rise as NATO finalizes im
plementation plans, engineering surveys, and 
eligibility criteria for common funding. U.S. 
costs might also be higher if new member 
countries face difficulties paying for infra
structure or if military plans become more 
ambitious. In addition, the United States is 
likely to incur bilateral costs for expanded 
exercises, training, and programs to incor
porate NATO compatible equipment into the 
Central European militaries. CBO estimates 
these costs would be low in the near-term 
but could amount to $30 million to $45 mil
lion a year after 2001 based on additional ex
ercise costs for one brigade and two air 
squadrons every year plus the cost of sub
sidies for weapons purchases by the new 
members. 

Thus, CBO estimates that the costs to the 
United States of expanding NATO would 
total about $100 million a year after a transi
tion period of four or five years. Roughly 90 
percent of these costs would be charged to 
Defense Department accounts for operation 
and maintenance, and military construction. 
The remaining 10 percent would accrue to 
budget function 150, International Affairs. 
Previous CBO estimate 

The CBO paper The Cost of Expanding the 
NATO Alliance (March 1996) explored five dif
ferent scenarios for extending the NATO se
curity guarantee to four central European 
countries. The scenarios ranged from a low
threat security environment that called for 
minimal NATO reinforcement of Central Eu
rope to a scenario assuming a resurgent Rus
sian threat that required the forward posi
tioning of NATO troops in Central Europe. 

The cost estimates in that report focused 
on the total costs to all NATO members, in
cluding the new members who would bear 
the largest shares of the total. Average an
nual costs to the United States over a 15-
year period ranged from about $300 million 
to $1.3 billion. However, since CBO prepared 
that study, the SRB has provided clearer in
dications of how NATO would use its discre
tion to implement the protocols. 

Pay-as-you-go considerations: None. 
Intergovernmental and Private-Sector Impact 

Section 4 of the Unfunded Mandates Re
form Act of 1995 excludes from the applica
tion of that act any legislative provisions 
that are necessary for the ratification or im
plementation of international treaty obliga
tions. CBO has determined that these proto
cols fit within that exclusion, because they 
make the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hun
gary parties to the North Atlantic Treaty of 
1949. 

Estimate Prepared by: Federal Costs: 
Jeannette Deshong; Impact on State, Local, 
and Tribal Governments: Pepper Santalucia; 
Impact on the Private Sector: Eric Labs. 

Estimate approved by: Paul N. Van de 
Water, Assistant Director for Budget Anal
ysis. 

Mr. WARNER. I shall read briefly 
from it the cost estimate. 

The resolution would ratify protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 that would 
admit Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re
public as members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO). Expanding the 
alliance would require the United States to 
contribute additional funding for equipment 
or capabilities shared by members of NATO. 
CBO estimates that those costs would ini
tially be in the tens of millions of dollars 
and would reach about $100 million a year 
after four or five years. Ultimately, the 
United States and its NATO allies have con
siderable discretion in how to implement the 
protocols and, therefore, in the costs that 
would be incurred. 

Mr. President, I think it is essential 
that the Senate spend a great deal of 
time during the course of this debate 
on costs. Right now, the United States 
spends about one-fourth of the costs of 
the entire NATO-let me repeat that
the taxpayers of the United States 
spend one-fourth of the entire cost of 
NATO, a membership of 16 nations, and 
now we are asked to add three more. 

On each Senator's desk were the 
hearings in the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. I will ask a question of the dis
tinguished chairman. I have looked 
through this, and I suggest at some 
point today he have printed in the 
RECORD those references in this well
done document which relate to costs. 

I have to say in all fairness to my 
distinguished friend and chairman, I 
find very little addressing the issue of 
cost in this. It would be my hope that 
the committee could provide such sup
plemental material that can be of as
sistance to Senators on this issue of 
cost. The costs range from a low of $1.5 
billion over 10 years-that is the 
NATO-U.S. estimate-to $125 billion 
over the same time; that was the origi
nal CBO estimate. The administration 
claims the U.S. share of expansion will 
cost $40 million · per year for 10 years. 
But the March 17 CBO estimate .cost 
resolution of ratification had costs 
much higher-$100 million per year. 

Mr. President, we are embarking here 
in a few days on a decision which will 
have far-ranging implications, not only 
to the men and women of the United 
States who proudly wear the uniform 
today and tomorrow and for a decade 
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hence in terms of their own personal 
security, in terms of the admissions of 
NATO-and I will address that momen
tarily- but to the American taxpayer, 
who for years, literally 50 years , have 
borne the majority of the costs associ
ated with this treaty. 

The time has come, I think, that we 
have to examine those costs and the 
burdensharing very carefully, and we 
should do that in the context of the de
liberation on this treaty. 

Another document that is on each 
Senator's desk is legislative notice-at 
least on our side of the aisle, and I pre
sume a similar document is on the 
other side-and it points out NATO's 
new missions. It is my understanding 
that the new mission of NATO is a sub
ject which is under study at this time, 
yet to be determined by NA TO itself, 
much less ratified by the 16 nations 
through the forum of the North Atlan
tic Council. 

So, again, we are asked to vote on en
largement of the treaty without know
ing the future missions to which men 
and women of our Armed Forces and 
the other nations could be committed 
in the future. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, would you be 

aware-and obviously this is a rhetor
ical question because the Senator is 
very much aware-that the resolution 
of ratification has a section, "The 
Strategic Concept of NATO," in which 
I read, " The Senate declares that 
NATO may also, pursuant to article 4 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, on a 
case-by-case basis engage in other mis
sions when there is consensus among 
its members that there is a threat to 
the security and interests of NATO 
members." 

Would my distinguished friend not 
regard that as a huge expansion of the 
mission and territorially defined role 
from a specific North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization to a global treaty? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator is so correct in his observa
tion. 

In the course of addressing the press 
the other day, I said we are literally 
trying to create , through this expan
sion and the indefinite new missions, a 
911 organization- "Call if there is a 
problem"-dial-a-cop, dial-a-soldier. 

Mr. President, the American public 
has no idea what is taking place with 
regard to the expenditure of their tax 
dollars, with regard to the commit
men t of their sons and daughters for 
future NATO service. That is why it is 
so important we focus on the very 
point the distinguished Senator from 
New York raises. 

There is an amendment to be consid
ered by the Senate, I presume shortly, 
by the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri, Mr. ASHCROFT. I am joined as a 
cosponsor. It raises the precise ques-

tion with regard to the future mis
sions-I think we should pass that 
amendment-the basis of which would 
be to reestablish the original purpose 
of NATO as a collective defense of the 
member nations and not to go beyond 
the border unless it is clearly a dispute 
that puts in jeopardy the security of 
one or more members of NATO. 

I hope the Senate will adopt that 
amendment, together with others, be
cause we cannot allow this organiza
tion to become a response unit to any 
crisis in that part of the world. We will 
have lost its purpose, a purpose which 
has been magnificently served for over 
50 years. 

I challenge any Senator to point out 
another military alliance , another 
military treaty, that has served the 
American people, that has served Eu
rope, that has served the cause of peace 
in half the world better than this. If it 
works, it works well; why try to fix it? 
We would not turn our back on a clear 
act of naked aggression against these 
three nations that are being considered 
for membership. I am certain that 
there would be an alliance probably 
consisting of the principal members of 
NATO that would come to their de
fense. 

We see a similar alliance today in 
war-torn Bosnia. I, for one, feel that 
that is a conflict which represents the 
type of conflicts the world is most like
ly to experience in the years to come. 
I just made a trip to the Caspian Sea 
recently. That region has potentially 
one of the largest oil and gas reserves 
in the world, a world which is becom
ing desperate for more energy re
sources. But the nations that surround 
it are still embroiled internally, and 
with their bordering nations, in old 
ethnic and religious hatreds that go 
back, some, for centuries. 

If I may depart for a moment, when 
I look at the magnificence of the 
United States of America, just over 100 
or so years ago this Nation was torn 
apart by a cruel, devastating civil war, 
but we put it behind us, we have gone 
on. We took a north and a south and 
brought them together and reestab
lished ourselves militarily and eco
nomically to where we are the strong
est nation in the world today. And to 
the extent that we refer to that tragic 
period, it is done only now with seri
ous, contemplative reflection on his
tory, which remains perhaps the single 
most studied chapter in history in con
temporary America. I know my State, 
in which the majority of the battles of 
this region were fought, is host to hun
dreds of thousands of visitors every 
year. But the point I wish to make is 
that we put it behind us , we reconciled 
our differences, and we went on to be
come the strongest nation in the world. 

Somehow, that is not an achievement 
that so many other nations of the 
world can seem to reach, and they still 
are em broiled in conflict. That is why 

I certainly am going to join in the de
bate and focus on this strategic con
cept of what the future missions of 
NATO are, and do it very carefully, and 
hopefully, even if these three nations 
are permitted to join, restrict it to 
what was a collective defense of the in
dividual nations. 

Mr. President, I just want to ask my 
distinguished chairman here, the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, What is his view as to the costs 
and what are the basic facts on which 
he relies in bringing forth this treaty 
at this time to the Senate? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, my re
sponse to my friend from Virginia has 
to be in many parts. I just told my 
helpmate here that we did a drivel here 
and a drivel there, all formal and offi
cial estimates. Before we go any fur
ther, I want to get the Senator's ques
tion on paper, and then we will give the 
citations for the various figures. The 
problem is that the cost of operating 
NATO, oddly enough, reduces in the 
early years, and then it will go up, and 
then it will come down again. I want to 
explain that so that the Senator will 
understand it and, to be honest , so that 
I will understand it a little better my
self. It is things like that. Why don't 
we get together and get the specific 
question about the specific figures, and 
we will give the Senator the responses 
on which we based our judgment. 

Mr. WARNER. I think that is a most 
reasonable reply. I will carefully draft 
it up, submit it in a letter, and in due 
course I hope to have the opportunity 
to debate a response to my letter with 
my distinguished chairman. We will 
try as best we can to at least refine the 
extremes of the estimates and the like
lihood that we can have any con
sensus-which I feel is unlikely- as to 
the costs, which I think is a very im
portant part of this debate, I say to the 
Senator. 

Mr. HELMS. Of course it is. 
Mr. WARNER. Because we are about 

to commit the American taxpayers, in 
my judgment, to almost a blank check 
for almost an indefinite period of time. 
So we will go to work on that together. 

Mr. HELMS. We will respond to that 
in particular. I am not inclined ever to 
give anybody a blank check for the 
American taxpayers' money. We will 
cover every detail the Senator wants to 
cover, as well as the distinguished Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. WARNER. My second question to 
the chairman is- and he can put it in 
writing or otherwise- I would like to 
have a clarified understanding of what 
the committee's view is as to the fu
ture missions of NATO and whether or 
not my position is correct that it is un
decided, undefined, and it is now being 
considered by the NATO staff and yet 
to be published. That publication will 
come, regrettably, long after the Sen
ate action on this question of the three 
nations. 
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Mr. HELMS. The Senator is on sound 

ground in wanting to get that point 
cleared up. I will help him. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair and 
my distinguished chairman. I see my 
colleague from New York on his feet. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York is recognized. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

first join in thanking the revered 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee for the openness with which 
he has addressed this issue of cost, 
which has come to be a bit of an em
barrassment. We start out by hearing 
it is only $150 billion, and in no time at 
all we learn that it is only $3.5 million. 
But those are not his fooling with the 
estimates; that comes from downtown. 

I would like, sir, to address, just for 
balance, the question of who has en
tered objections, expressed fears, or 
concerns regarding NATO expansion. 
The majority leader was quite correct 
that the Secretary of State and others 
have joined in supporting this measure. 
It was their policy for many years, but 
it is also the case that the persons 
most responsible for the formation of 
NATO and the formation of the con
tainment policies which NATO imple
mented, in a far off time that not ev
eryone remembers-I believe it is the 
case, sir, that half of the Members of 
the Senate were born after 1940, such 
that many would have been aged 9 
when NATO was established. It is in a 
distant time. 

Following World War II, American 
foreign policy faced the maniacal de
termination of Stalin to extend his ef
fective borders and power-somewhat 
conceded by the United States at 
Yalta, in all truth. The Soviet expecta
tion was that there would come a day, 
not far distant, when Socialism would 
manifest, with the U.S.S.R. and China 
leading the way to international unity. 
But the person who put in mind the no
tion that the Soviet Union will fail if 
you just contain them, that the inter
nal contradictions are so awful, they 
can' t pull this off, that man is George 
F. Kennan. He was a treasure then, and 
is doubly so now, as he is still alive to 
bear witness to the aftermath and the 
extraordinary success of his policy. His 
famous " Long Cables From Moscow" 
and the subsequent anonymous article 
published in Foreign Affairs under the 
pseudonym "X" are part of the history 
of the United States, not just this par
ticular period. 

Sir, George Kennan has said that ex
panding NATO would be "the most 
fateful error of American policy in the 
entire post-world war era"-"the most 
fateful error." More recently, in the 
World Policy Journal, he writes: 

What is at stake in this sad state of affairs 
is a problem of tragic and momentous impor
tance; for the situation now prevailing 
stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 

thoughtful concept of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in
capable even of understanding the true di
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving. 

I have the honor to have known Am
bassador Kennan for 30 years. He has 
been a historian for 45 years now at the 
Center for Graduate Studies at Prince
ton. He does not normally speak with 
such disdain of those in, as Shake
speare called "our brief authority," 
here in Washington. He is a statesman. 
But he says that the persons involved 
in a moment of "tragic and momentous 
importance" are quite incapable of 
doing anything but what they have 
done. 

That is George Kennan. 
If there was one other iconic-and I 

will use that word-person of the age 
still with us, still active, and in Wash
ington, it would be, of course, Ambas
sador Paul Nitze. Paul Nitze, active ad
viser to President Truman at a time 
when we formed this policy we call 
containment and when NATO's article 
5 military guarantee, that an attack 
upon any one of us is an attack on all 
of us, was extended. And don't make 
any mistake about that. That was the 
beginning. 

Paul Nitze has just this moment 
written in almost the same terms as 
George Kennan to say, don't do this. I 
am going to read, if I may, the letter 
which I received on Friday from Paul 
Nitze addressed, in effect, to me and to 
my distinguished colleague, Senator 
WARNER. It is from the Ambassador 
Paul H. Nitze, the Paul Nitze School of 
Advanced International Studies at · 
Johns Hopkins University. It says: 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Your effort to 
introduce a more deliberate approach to the 
question of NATO expansion is most con
structive. We are in a period of great change 
in the security challenges for which our 
country must be prepared, but it is also an 
era in which we would be foolish to squander 
the opportunities opened by the end of the 
Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. 

Perhaps the most important such oppor
tunity is the chance to bring Russia into the 
community of nations. A sensible policy to 
support that objective would concentrate on 
lending political and economic support to 
the development of a democratic, market
oriented society in Russia. NATO expansion 
distracts both us and the Russians from that 
goal. Indeed, the open-ended expansion being 
proposed for the alliance points toward in
creasing friction with post-Communist Rus
sia for years to come. Driving Russia into a 
corner plays into the arguments of those 
most hostile to forging a productive rela
tionship with the United States and its al
lies. It is not a sound basis for future sta
bility in Europe, particularly when no cur
rent or projected threats warrant extending 
the alliance. 

As you and Senator Warner have proposed, 
the preferable path surely lies in the direc-

tion of enlarging the European Union to em
brace the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe. Negotiations have now begun for the 
accession of the EU of Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, along with others. En
couraging those negotiations is the most 
useful emphasis the Senate could give to cur
rent trends in Europe. It makes no sense at 
all to enlarge NATO merely "to fill the 
void, " as one senior administration official 
described the current process. · 

Might I interject here, Mr. President, 
to say that was Ambassador 
Holbrooke, and I commented on this in 
my address to the Associated Press. 

To quote further: 
We should, on the contrary, use the period 
while the EU is negotiating its own enlarge
ment to demonstrate that the Partnership 
for Peace- which now has more than 25 part
ners-is the suitable relationship for Euro
pean countries which are not members of 
NATO. 

In the present security environment, 
NATO expansion is not only unnecessary; it 
is gratuitous. If we want a Europe whole and 
free, we are not likely to get it by making 
NATO fat and feeble. 

Mr. President, one other question. I 
see my friend. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could I interrupt my colleague for a 
moment, 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Certainly. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I will ask him 

when it fits in with his presentation. 
Later on this week, I would like to 
speak on this. But I have some ques
tions that I would like to put to my 
colleague. I have had tremendous re
spect for Senator MOYNIHAN over the 
years, long before I came to the Sen
ate. I think this is such an important 
debate. I wanted to ask my colleague, 
when it does not break up the flow of 
his presentation, some questions. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If I could say to my 
distinguished friend, I have about 5 
more minutes at the most to comment 
on the nuclear matters. Then I will 
open to questions. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col
league. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
the nuclear issue, I raised this in an ad
dress to the Associated Press, their 
150th anniversary, which was held in 
Dallas on April 20. I simply put the 
question: Could NATO expansion lead 
to nuclear war? The thrust of these re
marks was that Russia is now a much 
weakened country-terribly weakened. 
They have recently issued the equiva
lent of our NSC-68, which Paul Nitze 
wrote in 1950, a national security 
memorandum. In the Russian National 
Security Blueprint, issued in Decem
ber, describes how Russian armed 
forces have seriously declined, the 
army has melted away, the navy is 
rusted, and things like that. But it 
says, don't forget this. We have nuclear 
weapons, and don 't think that we will 
not use them if our country is in dan
ger. The whole of 40 years of national 
security doctrine, from President Ei
senhower on, of thinking of conven
tional forces, of a graduated approach 
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to conflict, of no first use of nuclear 
weapons-all that is off the table. Not 
because the Soviet Union is so powerful 
but because it is so weak. We can al
most feel them pleading in this docu
ment to say, "Don't you understand 
our situation?" Back to the hair trig
ger of the 1950s. 

I ask unanimous consent that ad
dress to the Associated Press be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COULD NATO EXPANSION LEAD TO NUCLEAR 
WAR? 

(Address by Senator Daniel Patrick Moy
nihan at the 150th anniversary annual 
meeting of the Associated Press, April 20, 
1998) 
As some of you may have learned, things 

are a bit confusing in Washington just now. 
I have had some personal experience of 

this. 
Some while ago, I was most generously in

vited by the President to a formal White 
House dinner. Our daughter had never been 
to one of these affairs, and so off we went, 
making our way past one Secret Service 
checkpoint after another, until at last we ar
rived at the East entrance where a bright 
young Agent, clipboard in hand, leaned 
through the car window and proclaimed, 
"Good evening, Senator Thurmond." 

Next came my birthday, March 16, and a 
letter from the Vice President which began: 

" Dear Daniel: 
"I was very pleased to learn about the re

cent birth of your twins. Tipper joins me in 
sending our warmest congratulations and 
best wishes to you. We know that everyone 
close to you shares the excitement of the 
new additions to your family." 

The more, then, do I welcome this oppor
tunity to talk to people who make it their 
business to get their facts straight. 

The Associated Press at 150! Conceived by 
David Hale of the Journal of Commerce, still 
flourishing on West Street in Manhattan, 
meeting with editors from five other New 
York dailies. It happens that at that time 
there was another such organization, oper
ating out of Brussels. This was the network 
of correspondence bureaus which Karl Marx 
and Frederich Engels had established con
necting various European capitals. Soon 
they had a Communist League across Eu
rope, and in 1848, issued the celebrated Com
munist Manifesto. 

There is a sense in which the age that fol
lowed was a competition between the ideas 
embodied in these respective organizations. 
As an early AP correspondent, Lawrence A. 
Gobright, put it, " My business is to commu
nicate facts. " 1 To the Marxists and the other 
ideologues that would follow, facts were 
merely an epiphenomenon of vast historical 
forces, which could and should be shaped to 
great historical ends. That much grief came 
of the latter is well known. Lesser known, 
perhaps, is the achievement of the Associ
ated Press and the ideals it represented in 
large polities in which democratic politics 
become possible because people basically 
have the same information, and accordingly, 
can reach common understandings. 

This was the beginning of modernization. 
We go straight from Hale and Raymond and 
Greeley to the Internet. The whole world 
now has the same facts. 

Footnotes at end of address. 

The transition has not been smooth and, 
indeed, at times seemed doubtful. There were 
many reasons, but in essence they were 
those that Marx and Engels set forth, name
ly that the transition to a modern world 
meant we would enter a period of ever 
mounting economic crises which would even
tually destroy the system that created them. 
For a half century, until just recently, the 
world has been frozen in a Cold War between 
the Soviet Union, committed to this propo
sition, and the West, led by the United 
States which, well, hoped it wasn' t so. 

There was one person, however, who you 
could say knew it wasn' t so, the English 
economist John Maynard Keynes. In 1932 he 
published here in the United States a small 
volume entitled, "Essays in Persuasion." 
The whole of the Western world was then 
seized by a devastating economic crisis. How 
right Marx and Engels appeared to have 
been; how hopeless our own situation. Non
sense, wrote Keynes. His thesis was simple. 

" ... the profound conviction that the Eco
nomic Problem, as one may call it for short, 
the problem of want and poverty and the 
economic struggle between classes and na
tions, is nothing but a frightful muddle, a 
transitory and an unnecessary muddle. For 
the Western World already has the resources 
and the technique, if we could create the or
ganization to use them, capable of reducing 
the Economic Problem, which now absorbs 
our moral and material energies, to a posi
tion of secondary importance. " 2 

He estimated it might take until about a 
hundred years. 

Well, here we are, two thirds of the way 
and it begins to look as if Keynes might have 
been right. The past half century has been 
one of near continuous economic growth for 
the United States, and most of the industrial 
democracies. A story by David Skidmore on 
the AP wire last Tuesday began, " Inflation 
disappeared from the U.S. economy for the 
second time in three months in March .... "3 

We have full employment and steady growth. 
Other nations that pay attention are having 
the same experience. 

Just last week our distinguished Secretary 
of the Treasury Robert E. Rubin outlined an 
American initiative to avoid future eco
nomic convulsions of the kind that have un
settled Asia. It is time, he said, to update 
the international financial institutions 
which Keynes, for the British, along with 
various Americans, established at the end of 
the World War II. Time for international fi
nancial systems "to be as modern as the 
markets. " 4 Which means as the AP would 
say, to get the facts out fast and straight. 
Work on the optimistic hypothesis, Keynes 
would say, and the hypothesis will tend to be 
realized. 

A final reference to Keynes. In the preface 
to his essays, he has this seeming simple, but 
profound forecast: 

" ... [t]he day is not far off when the Eco
nomic Problems will take the back seat 
where it belongs, and that the arena of the 
heart and head will be occupied, or re-occu
pied, by our real problems-the problems of 
life and of human relations, of creation and 
behavior and religion."5 

Human relations, behavior, religion Hmm. 
We may yet long for the age of the General 
Strike! For, as we look about the world, we 
see dreadful civil strife, ethnic warfare, reli
gious hatred of the most appalling kind. This 
is seen as somehow pre-modern, in that 
much of the most conspicuous conflict seems 
to occur in pre-modern settings. But I would 
offer you the thought that a number of us 
have been writing about for years that it is 

essentially post-modern, and is not about to 
go away. To be sure, we are developing inter
national institutions to deal with such mat
ters, from election observers to international 
criminal courts. An international common 
law is emerging, along with an ever more 
elaborate network of legal agreements. And 
yet, the Cold War no more ended, with the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, than the first 
European war in fifty years broke out in 
what had been Yugoslavia. I got into Sara
jevo in 1992; one could feel the future. 

This comes to us of a sudden, and our grasp 
of it all is only just beginning to develop. 
For it was sudden, the end of the Cold War. 
I spoke to your annual luncheon in 1976, al
most a quarter century ago. It was a some
what sullen talk. I felt we had been con
ceding too much to the Soviets, and for my 
pains had just been fired as U.S. Representa
tive to the United Nations. I had previously 
been Ambassador to India and had left the 
subcontinent asking how long could anyone 
seriously suggest that the Russians would 
hang on to, let us say, Tajikstan. I remarked 
at lunch: 

"Russia, after all, is merely the last 19th 
Century European Empire left, and it is just 
as likely to come apart one of these days as 
did its onetime peers. " 6 

This, I argued, would come about prin
cipally from centrifugal forces of ethnicity, 
religion, nationalism, which drive inter
national politics in our age. But there was 
something more; the near death of the uni
versalist Marxist belief in world communism 
in the Soviet Union itself. Moscow might 
then have been dispatching Cuban forces to 
Angola, invading Africa, if you like, but with 
small conviction. What I was not able to tell 
you in that talk was that Arkady N. 
Shevchenko, Under Secretary General of the 
United Nations, a man on most anyone's 
short list to succeed Andrei Gromyko as For
eign Minister of the U.S.S.R., had that win
ter defected to the United States. No such 
event had ever occurred. An official near the 
center of Kremlin policy had looked about 
him and decided that the whole Soviet idea 
had failed. No one in the Kremlin any longer 
believed in it, or, for that matter, under
stood it. Dissolution was inevitable. 
Shevchenko was kept "in place," 7 in the 
tradecraft term, for another two years. But 
his insights and forecasts were available 
from the first, even if few in Washington 
paid much heed. 

This is central. The collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991 took the West almost com
pletely by surprise. We now have volumes 
like that of former Red Army political 
commissar, Dmitri Volkogonov, whose Au
topsy for an Empire was published post
humously. It describes the stagnant decades 
in which decline became irreversible. In a re
view in The Wall Street Journal, Gabriel 
Schoenfeld writes that we should ask our
selves: 

" ... [W]hat failure of will led the West to 
behave so timidly, pursuing unobtainable 
friendship and detente with doddering medi
ocrities who engaged in the ceaseless accu
mulation of arms and who recklessly lit bon
fires around the globe?" 

We have never asked this question in 
Washington. At lease we have never an
swered it. Instead, we continue to act as 
through the Cold War is still a central re
ality of ·foreign policy, withal there has been 
a turnover and we now have the ball and it 
is time to move downfield. How else can we 
explain the astonishing decision to expand 
NATO to include three former members of 
the Warsaw Pact. And only the beginning. As 
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Amos Perlmutter recently wrote in The 
Washington Times: "the second phase, some
time at the end of 1999, will usher the entry 
of Croatia, Slovenia, Romania, Bulgaria, and 
assorted new and old entities." e Thereafter, 
the three Baltic nations and after that, who 
can say? 

Moreover, the Resolution of Ratification 
now before the Senate providing for the Ac
cession of Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic has this singular provision. 

"(1) THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.
"(A) THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPORTANCE OF 

COLLECTIVE DEFENSE.-The Senate declares 
that-

"(i) in order for the NATO to serve the se
curity interests of the United States, the 
core purpose of NATO must continue to be 
the collective defense of the territory of all 
NATO members; and 

"(ii) NATO may also, pursuant to Article 4 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, on a case-by
case basis, engage in other missions when 
there is a consensus among its members that 
there is a threat to the security and inter
ests of NATO members." 9 

Does this not read suspiciously like a li
cense to get into a fight just about any
where? 

The founding of NATO in 1949, then a pact 
of 12 nations, was an act of rare foresight and 
political will. Yet, it had its ambiguities. At 
the signing ceremony, President Truman ob
served that the alliance was made necessary 
because "one of the major powers"-the 
USSR-had blocked the formation of an 
international force provided for in Article 43 
of the Charter that was to have enabled the 
United Nations to preserve world peace. By 
contrast, the AP account of the signing cere
mony recorded that the French Foreign Min
ister, "speaking in his native tongue," lO 

noted that the new treaty in no way com
promised his country's nonaggression pact 
with the Soviet Union. Rather, said the 
French Minister in the words of the dispatch, 
"This is directed against a possible future 
German menace." 11 Indeed, in 1966, Presi
dent Charles de Gaulle, having developed an 
independent atomic potential, withdrew 
France from NATO and unceremoniously 
threw our headquarters cadre out of his 
country. 

And there were reservations. George Ken
nan, for one, felt economic recovery as em
bodied in the Marshall Plan provided the 
best hope of peace. The eventual incorpora
tion of a prospering Federal Republic of Ger
many surely attests to this thought. 

Much of this history is repeating itself, so 
much that it could be said we are on the 
verge of fighting the last war. Half a century 
ago the Soviets kept their Eastern neighbors 
out of the Marshall Plan, and so an iron cur
tain descended across Europe. Five decades 
later it is the west Europeans who are not 
prepared to admit the Poles, Hungarians, 
Czechs, Slovenes, Estonians, who have made 
clear their hopes to join a continental com
mon market, the European Union, which 
would make for a united and secure Europe. 
Last fall Ambassador Richard Holbrooke 
noted the irony, 

"Almost a decade has gone by since the 
Berlin Wall fell and, instead of reaching out 
to Central Europe, the European Union 
turned toward a bizarre search for a common 
currency. So NATO enlargement had to fill 
the void." 12 

Allow me to suggest that wandering in this 
void we may stumble into the catastrophe of 
nuclear war with Russia. 

This would come about not from Russian 
strength, but Russian weakness. This is an 

idea we find difficult to absorb and under
standably so. But we had better do. 

Russians have been trying to tell us this. 
On December 7, 1988, Mikhail Gorbachev gave 
an extraordinary speech to the General As
sembly of the United Nations declaring, "We 
in no way aspire to be the bearer of ultimate 
truth." 13 The Marxist promise had failed in 
astonishing ways. (Thus, in 1996, a 16-year
old Russian male had only a 54 percent 
chance of surviving to age 60; two percentage 
points less than had he been born a century 
earlier! 14 ) In the meantime, ethnic hos
tilities, which were in theory meant to dis
appear, seemed to rise on every hand. In 1992, 
Gorbachev spoke to us in Statuary Hall in 
the Capitol of the problems of Russians now 
outside Russia: 

"One problem which is assuming an acute 
and at times dramatic character in Russia is 
that of ethnic enclaves which, thanks to the 
breakup of the formerly unified state orga
nism are being violently separated from 
their accustomed motherland, and now find 
themselves on the other side of a national 
boundary .... 

"The situation ls aggravated by the parox
ysms of extreme nationalism which have 
.here and there generated direct discrimina
tion against minorities. Sometimes this is 
carried to a point which resembles apartheid. 
In this situation, any incautious step by 
anyone, however well intended it might be, 
can be misinterpreted and used in a way con
trary to what was anticipated."15 

"Any incautious step." As, for example, 
expanding NATO to the Soviet border of 
Kaliningrad.16 Or the mayor of Moscow com
paring the leader of Latvia to Pol Pot, as 
happened just last week.17 

Also last week Charles Krauthammer, 
blunt as ever, asked in The Washington Post 
column: "Is NATO expansion directed 
against Russia?" "Of course it is," he an
swered.18 

If we don't see that, surely the Russians 
do. This is painfully clear in their National 
Security Blueprint issued by President 
Yeltsin on December 17, 1997. It is a 14,500 
word assessment of their bleak situation and 
their only seeming option. "The former de
fense system has been disrupted, and the cre
ation of a new one is proceeding slowly. Long 
unprotected sections of the Russian Federa
tion state border have appeared." What does 
remain and does work are the strategic nu
clear forces. And so: 

"Russia reserves the right to use all the 
forces and systems at its disposal, including 
nuclear weapons, if the unleashing of armed 
aggression results in a threat to the actual 
existence of the Russian Federation as an 
independent sovereign state." 10 

Conspicuously, the Duma has yet to ratify 
the START II Treaty signed in 1991. In a 
careful argument against NATO expansion 
first published in The Los Angeles Times, 
Howard Baker, Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft 
and Alton Frye termed this a doctrine of 
" inflexible response." 20 A generation of arms 
negotiations, beginning under President Ei
senhower, all directed against "first use" nu
clear policies seems now to have been re
jected. 

A N ewsday editorial of March 15 began 
with George Kennan's stark assessment: 
"Expanding NATO would be the most fateful 
error of American policy in the entire post
cold-war era.'' 21 

More recently Kennan has written in 
World Policy Journal: 
" ... what is at stake in this sad state of af
fairs is a problem of tragic and momentous 
importance; for the situation now prevailing 

stands firmly in the way of the creation in 
influential American opinion of any quiet 
thoughtful concepts of American policy and 
hence of any really useful and constructive 
employment of the great and unique poten
tial weight of this country in world affairs. 
But the national political establishment, as 
now existing, has shown itself totally in
capable even of understanding the true di
mensions of this problem, and much less in 
tackling it effectively; and one cannot now 
look to it for anything more than what it is 
capable of giving." 22 

Now is the time to look to the Senate. 
There will be a debate. Thanks to the insist
ence of Senators such as John Warner, Bob 
Smith, and Tom Harkin, there will be a de
bate. As of now there is not much doubt as 
to the outcome. This could change. Public 
opinion would seem to be changing. A recent 
Pew opinion survey found that approval for 
NATO expansion has dropped to 49 percent, 
with a large undecided element.23 

But should the vote go as expected, may 
we at very least hope that the people and 
that the "national political establishment," 
as Ambassador Kennan has it, be alert to the 
risk we will have taken? We might even 
change our mind one day. We might even re
call that Article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations recognizes "the inherent 
right of individual or collective self-defense 
if an armed attack occurs against a Member 
of the United Nations .... " Which includes 
every nation in Eastern Europe. This is 
grounds on which we went to war with Iraq. 
It is the law of nations. Concerning which at 
the General Assembly in 1988, Gorbachev de
clared "Pac ta Sunt Servanda." 24 Agreement 
must be kept. That is all President Truman 
intended at that ceremony in 1949. The law 
of the Charter must be enforced. Such 
"idealism" no longer resonates with Ameri
cans. But surely it is the great standard we 
have given the world. Russia included. It de
serves our attention. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Finally, just a few 
comments. Some attention was paid to 
that address. On just last Friday there 
was an article in USA Today in which 
it says: 

At a speech in Dallas this week Senator 
Moynihan raised eyebrows when he said that 
NATO expansion at a time of Russian weak
ness in conventional weapons and increased 
dependence on nuclear weapons could cause 
the United States and Russia " to stumble 
into the catastrophe of nuclear war." 

Then this paragraph: 
"That's not hyperbole," says Michael 

Mandelbaum of the Johns Hopkins Univer
sity School of Advanced International Af
fairs . " If NATO continues to expand, as 
many envision to include the Baltic States 
on Russia's border-Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Estonia-we would be moving toward a hair
trigger nuclear balance of the kind we had in 
the 1950s and 1960s." 

David Broder had a column last 
Wednesday in the Washington Post in 
which he quotes Jack Matlock, .who is 
the former Ambassador to Moscow, a 
wonderful diplomat, who says: 

There is no question that our decision to 
take on new members now, when no country 
in Eastern Europe faces a security threat 
from the outside, will greatly complicate our 
efforts to see to it that the vast stocks of nu
clear weapons now in Russia are never used 
against us or our allies. 

And finally, just from this morning's 
Newsweek magazine, there is an article 
by Fareed Zakaria, who is the man
aging editor for Foreign Affairs who 
simply comments-this is my last re
mark so Senator WELLSTONE can ask 
some questions- he asks, "Can't Russia 
Join the Club, Too?" But he makes one 
simple blunt assessment: 

NATO could defend the Baltics by only one 
means, nuclear attacks. 

Nuclear attack and nuclear response. 
We are right back to where we were in 
the 1950's, or we will be as we continue 
this. We have already signaled we are 
going to move into the Baltic States. I 

cannot imagine the thinking process 
that has led us to this point. I can only 
note that the persons who conceived 
this extraordinarily successful strategy 
in the 1940s look up today and say: 
Have you all gone mad? Do you realize 
what you are doing? Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent these docu
ments be printed in the RECORD, and I 
yield the floor or yield to my colleague 
from Minnesota for any questions that 
he may have. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From USA Today, April 24, 1998] 
UNLIKELY CAST GATHERS TO OPPOSE NATO 

GROWTH 
(By Barbara Slavin) 

WASHINGTON.- An unusual bipartisan coali
tion is launching an 11th-hour effort to block 
expansion of the NATO military alliance. 

At a news conference Thursday, nine sen
ators, anti-abortion activist Phyllis Schlafly 
and a business group led by the liberal Ben 
Cohen of Ben and Jerry's ice cream urged the 
Senate to stop NATO's growth. 

Formal debate on whether to admit Po
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic re
sumes Monday. A vote could come as early 
as Wednesday. 

The measure, a treaty modification, re
quires 67 votes, or two-thirds of the Senate. 
It does not go to the House . The North At
lantic Treaty Organization was set up in 1949 
to confront the Soviet Union in Europe. It 
now has 16 members. 

Some opponents argue that including 
countries once part of the Soviet empire will 
cost U.S. taxpayers billion of dollars that 
could be better spent on social problems at 
home. Others say expansion would alienate 
Moscow, force the United States into dan
gerous military alliances and blur NATO's 
mandate. 

President Clinton and congressional sup
porters say NATO should be open to all new 
free-market democracies in Europe. 

At least 20 senators have moved from being 
in favor of the NATO expansion when Con
gress recessed three weeks ago to undecided 
when it returned this week, said Sen. Tom 
Harkin, D-Iowa. Bob Smith, R-N.H., says 
public support is waning as Americans learn 
more about what NATO expansion might en
tail. 

Supporters say they will have the votes 
they need. They may have more trouble 
blocking amendments that would limit ex
penditures or require a three-year pause be
fore any further growth. 

"What's the urgency?" Smith asked at the 
news conference. "The greatest threat is a 
situation where Russia and the United 
States are not allies." 

Sen. Kent Conrad, D-N.D., said Russia's 
more than 7 ,000 tactical nuclear weapons
" loose nukes"- should be the focus of U.S. 
concern. Sen. John Ashcroft, R-Mo., worried 
that a new NATO would become a " 911 for 
disorders around the globe." 

At a speech in Dallas this week, Sen. Dan
iel Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y., raised eye
brows when he said that NATO expansion, at 
a time of Russian weakness in conventional 
weapons and increased dependence on nu
clear weapons, could cause the United States 
and Russia to " stumble into the catastrophe 
of nuclear war." 

"That's not hyperbole, " said Michael 
Mandelbaum of the Johns Hopkins Univer
sity School of Advanced International Stud-

ies. If NATO continues to expand as many 
envision to include the Baltic states on Rus
sia's border-Latvia, Lithuania and Esto
nia-" we would be moving toward a hair
trigger nuclear balance of the kind we had in 
the 1950s and '60s," he said. 

The Clinton administration, which has 
made NATO expansion its top foreign policy 
priority, says expansion would solidify demo
cratic gains in Central and Eastern Europe 
and decrease the likelihood of small-scale 
ethnic conflicts and of a wider war. 

[From the Washington Post, April 22, 1998] 
BRAVE NEW NATO 

(By David S. Broder) 
With their heads presumably cleared by 

two weeks at home, the members of the Sen
ate have returned to the issue of NATO ex
pansion. They tried but failed to focus on it 
in March. This time they vow to see it 
through to a vote. Let's hope they have their 
thinking caps on. · 

Before they went out for Easter, Sen. John 
Warner of Virginia, the Republicans' leading 
voice on national security issues, told me he 
could count no more than 15 other senators 
who shared his doubts about adding Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic to the alli
ance. Only if it appears the potential opposi
tion may approach the 34 votes needed to 
block this questionable action will President 
Clinton feel compelled to give the American 
people a clear explanation of the course to 
which he is committing this nation, some
thing he has conspicuously failed to do so 
far. 

Charles Krauthammer, whose column typi
cally contains much good sense, attempted 
last week to fill in for Clinton by providing 
a rationale for expanding NATO more com
pelling than what he called the "pablum" 
and " rubbish" offered by administration 
spokesmen. 

Cutting through all the State Department 
boilerplate about "extending the borders of 
peace, " friend Charles says NATO " is ex
panding in the service of its historic and con
tinuing mission: containing Russia." 

" It says to the world, and particularly to 
the Russians, that the future of Central Eu
rope is settled, " Krauthammer writes. " The 
no man's land is no more. Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic are now securely 
part of the American-allied West. Finis. And 
if any Russians entertain other ideas, they 
can forget about it. " 

You've got to admire that like-it-or-lump
it logic. But even though Krauthammer calls 
NATO expansion " the easiest U.S. foreign 
policy call of the decade," he leaves one big 
question unanswered: If it's smart to move 
NATO's front line eastward with these coun
tries, why not do a real job of containment 
and sign up all the countries in Russia 's 
neighborhood? 

Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
might like the idea. Soon after the first 
three recruits were invited last year, she 
said, " We must pledge that the first new 
members will not be the last and that no Eu
ropean democracy will be excluded because 
of where it sits on the map. " 

Five other countries have been promised 
early consideration: Romania, Slovenia, 
Lativa, Estonia and Lithuania. Albania, Bul
garia, Macedonia and Slovakia won ' t be far 
behind. And why not Ukraine and other 
former Soviet republics struggling for de
mocracy? That would be containment with a 
capital C. 

Only two problems. Pull out a map and ask 
yourself how the United States and its allies 
would guarantee these new NATO members 
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that an attack on their territory from any 
source would be dealt with exactly as if it 
were an attack on Paris, London or Chicago. 
That pledge has made NATO the most suc
cessful military alliance of this century. It 
should not be given lightly, especially if you 
agree with Krauthammer that Russia may 
no longer be communist but is still a major 
power that inevitably will seek to dominate 
its own region. 

None of the current NATO countries envis
ages sending its ground troops to fight on 
this vastly enlarged frontier. The security 
guarantee will have to be underwritten by 
America's nuclear force- a prospect that as
suredly will motivate Russia to maintain its 
own nuclear weapons, rather than join us in 
scaling them down. 

More broadly, a policy of aggressive con
tainment will inevitably be seen by Russians 
as threatening. Boris Yeltsin has gone along 
so far, grudgingly accepting a Clinton policy 
that effectively bars Russia from NATO 
membership but creates a fig leaf NATO-Rus
sia Permanent Joint Council, which Albright 
promises "gives Russia no opportunity to di
lute, delay or block NATO decisions. " In his 
current weakness, Yeltsin has no alter
native. 

But Susan Eisenhower, granddaughter of 
the former president and a student of Rus
sian foreign policy, has documented scores of 
statements by leading Russian figures, both 
democrats and hard-liners, expressing anger 
at NATO expansion. Even a moderate such as 
Grlgory Yavlinsky has declared, " It is ab
surd to believe in NATO's peaceful inten
tions." 

Jack Matlock, the former U.S . amb.assador 
to Moscow, says, " There is no question that 
our decision to take on new members now, 
when no country in Eastern Europe faces a 
security threat from the outside, will greatly 
complicate our efforts to see to it that the 
vast stocks of nuclear weapons now in Rus
sia are never used against us or our allies. " 

Think, senators; think. And force Clinton 
to address these issues. 

[From Newsweek, May 4, 1998] 
CAN'T RUSSIA JOIN THE CLUB, TOO?- IF THE 

NATO ALLIANCE IS ABOUT STRENGTHENING 
DEMOCRACY, THE TROUBLED NATION SHOULD 
GET ITS OWN INVITATION 

(By Fareed Zakaria) 
The expansion of NATO is a foregone con

clusion. The Senate will soon vote over
whelmingly to extend membership in the al
liance to Hungary. Poland and the Czech Re
public. But while they're at it, the senators 
might think about adding one more name to 
that list-Russia. 

This is not nearly as preposterous as it 
sounds. Having succeeded in its original mis
sion- to deter the Soviet Union-NATO is 
somewhat lost in this new era. Expansion, 
the Clinton administration has stressed, is 
an ongoing policy that could result in many 
new members. That will further change the 
essential nature of the alliance, moving it 
from a tight military camp to a larger crisis
sol ving and democracy-strengthening orga
nization. In this new context, Russian par
ticipation becomes indispensable. 

Few alliances survive victory. After having 
come together to defeat Napoleon, the Quad
ruple Alliance soon fell apart in the 1820s and 
1830s. NATO has done better. It still exists, 
has a large bureaucracy, conducts military 
maneuvers and is used by the United States 
as its preferred military outfit when force is 
required. But its core function- defending its 
members from Soviet attack- is dead; as 
dead as the Soviet Union. 

The United States still has many problems 
dealing with Russia, but they stem from 
Russian weakness rather than strength. Rus
sia's economy today is slightly more than 
half the size it was 15 years ago, and has de
clined for five straight years. Its military is 
in ruins, with salaries, food and medicine in 
scarce supply. let alone modern tanks and 
aircraft. 

Additionally, Russia 's new borders are far
ther away from those of NATO members-in
cluding the new countries of Central Eu
rope-than they have been for 300 years. Yet 
NATO has responded to this precipitous de
cline in Russian power and its diminished 
imperial intentions by bulking up and get
ting closer. The administration has given a 
wink and a nod to the Baltic states, which 
want to be next in the club. Their member
ship would almost certainly end any pre
tense of credible security guarantees: NATO 
could defend the Baltics by only one means
nuclear attack. 

All this is old thinking, we are told by the 
Clinton administration. The new NATO is 
meant to deal with the new world. Precisely 
because there are no longer actual threats to 
the security of Western Europe and other 
members, the alliance must deal with those 
threats that exist-whether in Bosnia or the 
Middle East-which require a new. expanded 
alliance. " NATO must go out of area or out 
of business. " says Sen.- Richard Lugar. This 
turns NATO into a kind of off-the-shelf army 
that might be used when its members can 
agree. But as the war in Bosnia bloodily 
proved, NATO members can't really agree on 
much. Out of area-in Libya, Iran, Iraq, the 
peace process, China- the United States and 
Europe are out of sync. 

Hence , when the United States wants to 
use military force, it will try to get NATO 
support. If not, it will go alone. And if it gets 
a few NATO countries and a few non-NATO 
ones to come along, it will construct a " coa
lition of the willing. " So how exactly is the 
new, improved NATO helping here? If global 
problem-solving is NATO's new mission, it 
can work only with the cooperation of other 
great powers-principally Russia, which 
straddles two continents and has the world's 
second largest nuclear arsenal and a veto in 
the Security Council. To try to construct an 
international security system and leave Rus
sia out because it lost the cold war con
tradicts the most simple rule of strategy for 
the victorious. Written across the first page 
of Churchill 's magnificent history of World 
War II is the four-line " moral of the work," 
which reads: " In War-Resolution; In De
feat-Defiance; In Victory-Magnanimity; In 
Peace-Goodwill." The last time a losing 
power was excluded from the new order was 
Germany in 1918, and things didn ' t turn out 
so well. 

There is, finally, the moral argument. We 
are told that the countries of Central Europe 
deserve to be recognized as full-fledged mem
bers of the West, and their fledgling democ
racies supported and strengthened. But if 
one of NATO's new goals is to strengthen de
mocracy, then surely its place lies with the 
most important democratic experiment tak
ing place on the European continentr-in 
Russia. The Czech Republic, Poland and Hun
gary are in no real danger of backsliding on 
democracy. What they need ls access to West 
European markets. Membership in the Euro
pean Union, not NATO, can alone solve that 
problem. But the fate of Russian democracy 
is in the balance, and the outcome will have 
enormous consequences for the democratic 
idea everywhere and for peace in Europe. 
Why not help where help is needed? 

As for belonging to " the West, " Central 
Europe has many cultural affinities with 
Western Europe, but surely they are 
matched by those of Russia. Which has made 
a larger contribution to European culture: 
Hungary or the land of Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, 
Pushkin, Prokofiev, Kandinsky and 
Shostakovich? Bringing Russia firmly into 
the West is a goal worthy of the United 
States- and its Senate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Senator WELLSTONE is recog
nized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
came to the floor because I had just 
come back and was in my office and I 
heard my colleague talk about the wis
dom of George Kennan. I associate my
self with his remarks. I have said on 
the floor before that my father was a 
Jewish immigrant who fled Russia. He 
had a chance to meet with George Ken
nan on a number of different occasions. 
He always marveled at Kennan's com
mand of the language. My father also 
was always so respectful of his wisdom. 

George Kennan has argued that this 
could, indeed, be a fateful decision. I 
want to, first of all , ask Senator MOY
NIHAN whether or not he believes that 
we run the risk- I know he has talked 
about this- whether or not he believes 
that we run the risk of really poisoning 
relations with Russia and playing into 
the hands of the militaristic forces in 
Russia? Susan Eisenhower talks about 
a visit that she had with Gorbachev 
and that Gorbachev was deeply dis
turbed by NATO expansion. I quote 
what Gorbachev had to say to Susan 
Eisenhower. " Russia has been swin
dled," he asserted, "and it is feeding 
into the wild ideas of those who hold 
'conspiracy' theories, that the West is 
intent not only on the Soviet Union's 
demise but also Russia's. NATO expan
sion has poisoned the atmosphere of 
trust." 

I have two questions for my col
league. Do you believe that that is, in
deed, the mistake that Kennan is talk
ing about? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. Yes. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Needlessly risking 

poisoning relations with Russia? And 
second, can my colleague discern what 
are the reasons for doing that as op
posed to the expansion of the European 
Union? I am trying to find-I am puz
zled by this. Why are we doing this at 
this time in the history of our country 
and the world? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like to re
spond first to the absolutely essential 
question Senator WELLSTONE has put, 
or so I judge, in the context of Mr. 
Gorbachev's response to Susan Eisen
hower. That all takes place in the con
text of the reunification of Germany 
when the wall came down and western 
Germany moved into eastern Germany. 
There was a clear understanding that 
that is as far as NATO would go. That 
is why I believe the word "swindled" 
was used. 
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Now I would like to make a point 

which I know my friend would sym
pathize with, and I think his father 
might sympathize with, which is to say 
this: That the Russians have the right 
to claim that they freed their own 
country from the horrors of a decayed 
Marxist-Leninist dictatorship. It was 
not always such in Russia. 

I have, Mr. President, a certain ad
vantage which comes with age. There 
are not many others. But when I grew 
up in New York City, Alexander Keren
sky would come around to speak to our 
high school classes from time to time. 

Mr. WELLS TONE. Kerensky, the 
"Social Democrat." 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Social Demo
crat. So I had the opportunity to learn 
early in life- which most people never 
seem to recall- there wasn't one Rus
sian revolution, there were two. There 
was a democratic revolution, a provi
sional government came in, recogniz
able Social D~mocrats, as we say, and 
they were overthrown by the Bol
sheviks. All right, now, in turn, the 
Bolsheviks have been overthrown. The 
Russians have a right to say, "we are 
back on course." 

There was a rather striking meeting 
of Woodrow Wilson's Cabinet in Wash
ington in the spring of 1917 after this 
first Russian revolution. I know my 
friend would be interested in this. On 
March 20, 1917, before the United States 
had entered the war, the cabinet was 
called together for a discussion on " the 
question of war with Germany and the 
abandonment of the policy of neu
trality" as Secretary of State Robert 
Lansing wrote in a memorandum of the 
Cabinet meeting. They were very clear 
that war was coming with Germany 
and the President asked the cabinet if 
he should call for a meeting of Con
gress to so declare. And then Lansing 
had this comment. He said: 

I said that the revolution in Russia, which 
appeared to be successful, had removed the 
one objection to affirming that the European 
war was a war between democracy and abso
lutism. 

We welcomed the Mensheviks, the 
Social Democrats, and we said-I will 
say that once again. Here it is 1917, the 
United States is about to get into the 
First World War- and the Second 
World War is just an extension of the 
first-and the Secretary of State be
lieved " that the revolution in Russia, 
which appeared to be successful, had 
removed the one objection to affirming 
that the European war was a war be
tween democracy and absolutism. " 

Do we want to put that in jeopardy? 
Don't we want the Russians to be able 
to say, "We are back where we were at 
the beginning of the centw·y; we have a 
democratic tradition, not a perfect one , 
but we have one, we were moving 
there, and the Bolsheviks just stole it; 
we liberated Poland and we liberated 
the Baltic States that Stalin had 
seized; we have done things for which 

the world ought to sort of say thank 
you. " 

I spent most of my adult life think
ing would we go to war with the Soviet 
Union this week or next week. It is a 
bit late in life that that prospect de
clined and has gone away, until now. 
Wouldn 't the Senator agree that the 
Russian people and their leaders have 
something of which to be proud? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from New York 
that-and I appreciate his historical 
perspective, because this is going to be 
a very important debate; this is a very 
important debate. We are going to be 
making a decision on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate that is going to crucially 
define the quality or lack of quality of 
lives of people throughout the world, 
because what happens in Russia is key 
to what happens in Europe and key to 
what happens with our children and 
our grandchildren. 

My colleague is absolutely right. Ke
rensky was a democrat, overturned and 
then the Bolsheviks came in, Lenin and 
the Bolsheviks. 

I say to my colleague, my father, 
who was almost 50 when I was born, 
came to this country. He fled czarist 
Russia. He was born in the Ukraine, 
Odessa, trying to stay one step ahead 
of the pogroms, where basically sol
diers would come in and destroy my 
dad's business because he was Jewish. 
My dad fled the country at the age of 
17 in 1914, 3 years before the revolution. 
Then he was going to go back. He was 
excited because it looked like the czar 
had been overthrown and there would 
be democracy. Then his parents wrote 
him and said, "Don't come back, the 
Communists have taken over." My fa
ther never saw his family again. 

When Sheila and I finally visited-I 
wish my dad could have gone back to 
Russia after the democracy forces were 
able to succeed-it was clear to me 
that all his family was murdered dur-
ing the Stalin years. . 

What has happened is that finally 
what we have is no longer a Soviet 
Union. We have the democracy forces 
and, I say to my colleague, Senator 
MOYNIHAN, let's just talk about Dr. 
Arbatov, who was involved in the 
START I negotiations in Geneva and 
served as consultant through all the 
Russian-American arms control issues. 
You talked about your concern over 
the direction this takes us with the 
risk of nuclear war, including START 
II and the CFE treaties. Dr. Arbatov 
has said, and I will read the end of his 
quote: 

At best, NATO expansion to the east-
Right up to the border-

is regarded in Russia as a mistaken policy. 
At worst, it is regarded as the consummation 
of the "grand design" to encircle and isolate 
Russia, establishing strategic superiority 
and finally destroying Russia, ending once 
and for all Russia's role as a European 
power. 

Let me finish with this quote. Dr. 
Arbatov, by the way, is a leader of the 
democracy forces. That is what he is 
about. The people whom I talked with 
in Russia, the people whom I believe 
the American citizens are most com
mitted to are the democracy forces. 
They are deathly afraid of what is 
about to happen if we adopt this agree
ment. 

Let me quote Dr. Arbatov again: 
NATO expansion will plant a permanent 

seed of mistrust between the United States 
and Russia. It will worsen everything from 
nuclear arms control to policies in Iraq and 
Iran. It will push Moscow into alliance with 
China and rogue regimes. 

I say to my colleague, yes, I think 
this undercuts the democracy forces, 
and it also undercuts a people who are 
proud of overthrowing communism and 
are now trying to build a market econ
omy and build a democracy and who 
had no inkling whatsoever that what 
we would now do is expand what is a 
military alliance eastern right up to 
their border and redivide Europe. 

This is exactly the opposite of what 
they thought would happen. The Euro
pean Union, that is where we should be 
using our leverage as a nation-expand 
the European Union. That is about 
markets, that is about democracy. But 
I fear that people in Russia feel be
trayed by this, and I am even more 
frightened that the very forces that we 
do not want to see in power in a post
Yeltsin Russia- and there will be a 
post-Yeltsin Russia-will come into as
cendancy as a result of this. This is a 

. very, I think, serious mistake we are 
about to make. 

I ask my colleague this question. One 
American scholar has defined NATO 
expansion as " a bad idea whose time 
has come. " 

Can my colleague explain to me why 
this is- I think it is a bad idea. Why 
has its time come? Why are we doing 
this? In other words, we know what the 
risk is. We know that this is a real risk 
for democracy in Russia. We know that 
this is a real risk for arms agreements. 
We know this is a real risk in perhaps 
setting off just the opposite of what all 
of us hope for, which is the use of nu
clear weapons, the unthinkable. We 
know what the risks are-poisoning re
lations with Russia, instability in Eu
rope. So the question is, why are we 
doing this? Why are we expanding a 
military alliance? Is there a military 
threat? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like to say 
here that we have an element of candor 
that is not always forthcoming in these 
matters. Ambassador Holbrooke said, 
what? Because Brussels won't expand 
the European Union, NATO expansion 
must fill a void. Is it filling a void be
cause they cannot agree on a common 
agricultural policy· in Europe? So fill
ing a void to bring back the prospect of 
nuclear war, is that worth it? I know 
there are a lot of farmers in Poland. 
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Well, there are a lot of farmers in 
Spain, too, and Ireland, too, and they 
got into the European Union and they 
have lived through it. 

The Europeans owe us something. 
Half-half-the defense outlays of the 
United States for the last half century, 
Mr. President, have gone to protect Eu
rope. I was there. I was called back in 
the Navy when the Korean War broke 
out for service in Europe in case that 
conflict became global. Oh, the ruin. 
But we, by God, were there, and the 
submarine pens the British had man
aged to get a few bombs through, just 
testing. We saved those people. And 
now because the common agricultural 
policy would be a little bit inconven
ient for them, we are proposing to ex
pand NATO as a surrogate. And may I 
make a point to my friend, I am sure 
he knows it, but not everybody does. 
We say we are expanding the borders of 
NATO toward Russia. My learned 
friend knows there is a Russian enclave 
on the Baltic Sea which is called 
Kaliningrad, named after one of the 
original members of the politburo
Stalingrad is gone, Leningrad is gone, 
Kaliningrad continues-sitting right 
next to Poland. 

We are not getting close, Mr. Presi
dent, to the borders of Russia. We are 
on the borders of Russia. There it is, 
that little yellow spot-yellow for Rus
sia. It says "Russia." 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Might I ask my 
colleague, what would be the reaction 
of people in our country if there was a 
Russian military alliance that came to 
the border of the United States? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Nova Scotia? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Nova Scotia. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Well, there would 

be a lot more people on the Senate 
floor this afternoon. But, I mean, I 
could not agree more. You heard 
George Kennan say, in fact, "Is this the 
only thing our policymakers in Wash
ington can think to do?" 

Now, the creating of NATO was a big 
event. It was a proposal by Ernest 
Bevin, who understood these things in 
a way that not every American did. 
There is a nice story that I think Sen
ator WELLSTONE will enjoy, and you, 
Mr. President. · 

As some people recall-I recall, but I 
was in the Navy. After V-E Day, the 
British held an election. They had not 
had one for 10 years. Suddenly, Church
ill and all his Cabinet-out they go. 
And in comes the Labor Government. 
Big change. Clement Attlee is Prime 
Minister. And Ernest Bevin, the some
time head of the Transport and General 
Workers Union, becomes Foreign Sec
retary. So he goes off to Potsdam, 
which is just a suburb of Berlin. And 
there is Stalin and all his people. And 
Truman-I doubt whether Harry S. 
Truman ever met someone he knew to 
be a Communist until he got to Pots
dam and was introduced to Stalin. 
They do not have many of them in 

Kansas City. We had lots of them on 
the west side of Manhattan, but that is 
another matter. 

This story is apocryphal but true. 
Bevin comes back from Potsdam, and 
he is in on the floor of the House of 
Commons. And a friend comes up to 
him, a parliamentarian, and says, 
"Ernie, what are those Soviets like?;' 
And he says, "Well, you know, they're 
just like the bloody Communists." 

I mean, there are no shortage of 
Communists in the Transport and Gen
eral Workers Union. He could spot 
their behavior and so forth. It was he 
who said we had to form a military al
liance. The thing nobody in this world 
wanted was more armies and navies, 
and so forth, but he knew. And our peo
ple responded. 

Harry Truman, who did not know 
there was an atom bomb being built as 
Vice President, who had very little 
contact with any of this-he had been 
in Europe in World War I-supported it. 
God, there was a golden age. 

Now, all we can do is expand NA TO 
because the common agriculture policy 
is making it difficult in Brussels to in
clude ·the Czech Republic and Poland. 
That is not the standard we set for our
selves when the cold war began. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to Senator 
MOYNIHAN, could I ask you one final 
question? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sure. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col

leagues who are on the floor, I know 
other colleagues want to speak, and I 
am sensitive to your schedules. But I 
do think this is an important discus
sion and I never had the chance to do 
this in the 7 years I have been in the 
Senate. 

I said I really believe that George 
Kennan has made enormous contribu
tions to the world. I think he is as pro
found a thinker and as knowledgeable a 
person about Russia as there is, and I 
put my colleague, Senator MOYNIHAN, 
in the same tradition. 

There are other points that I will 
make later on in the debate I have 
other than what I have made today. I 
find it interesting. There was a piece in 
the New York Times, front page story, 
about all the ways in which some of 
the bigger companies, military con
tractor companies have now poured 
money into lobbying on behalf of this. 

That makes me nervous because I 
really do not want to see this become 
kind of a proliferation of weapons in 
some of the new member countries. 
And then what will be the Russians' re
sponse? I have concerns about that. 
Other Senators will talk about the 
cost, what will be the cost. 

But we are talking, I say to Senator 
MOYNIHAN, about what I am most wor
ried about, which I think it is a pro
found mistake, because I believe that, 
again, this needlessly risked poisoning 
relations with Russia in creating the 
very kind of instability we do not want 

to see. I think that we do not want to 
see the people who are prodemocracy 
forces undercut. 

But my question is this. You can help 
me out. I come from a State-I will tell 
you this is probably maybe the most 
difficult for me. Actually, the welfare 
vote was the most difficult for me on 
political grounds, but this may be the 
second most difficult vote, because I 
have met with some wonderful people
Czech community, Bulgarian commu
nity, Polish community, we have big 
populations in Minnesota. 

They have been wonderful supporters 
of me, I say to the Senator. They are 
really disappointed in me. And I won
der, what would you say to some pretty 
wonderful people in our country who 
feel so strongly that as a matter of 
kind of almost historical justice that 
these countries should have member
ship in NATO? How do you speak to 
their strongly held views, to how emo
tional- and I do not mean that in a 
negative way; I am not putting people 
down at all-they feel about this? How 
do you respond to them? What do you 
say based upon your knowledge, your 
experience in public service, your sense 
of history? Do you understand my 
question? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I understand your 
question perfectly, sir, because it is my 
question. 

And I say this-and I would rec
ommend to anyone who wishes to 
think about it-if you love Poland, if 
you think that solidarity was the first 
real assault on the Soviet system, if 
you think that Pope John Paul has 
meant more in advancing freedoms in 
this age than anybody you can think 
of, do not do this to Poland. See that 
Poland is in the European Union, give 
them a common market, give them the 
same currency that the Danes will 
have and the Spanish will have. Give 
them access to a global market they 
have never been allowed into. Give 
them a common agricultural policy 
that will give their farmers a living. 

That is what they deserve. And that 
is what is being denied them by the bu
reaucracies, as bureaucracies will do. 
And what we do not want is-Poland 
has had enough in this 20th century. 
We do not want another period of hos
tilities that could lead not just to war 
but to annihilation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col
league. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I see 
my distinguished friend from Indiana is 
on the floor. I have to apologize. In the 
colloquy with Senator WELLSTONE, I 
did not realize he had characteris
tically quietly come aboard. 

I yield the floor, and I look forward 
to his remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the distin
guished Senator from New York and 
the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota for a very constructive and 
helpful colloquy. I enjoyed it. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con
sent that Kevin Johnson, a fellow in 
my office, be permitted floor privileges 
for the duration of debate on the Pro
tocols of Accession to the NATO Trea
ty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has begun a historical debate over 
NATO's future , one that surely will re
verberate for many years to come. I be
lieve we have a historical window of 
opportunity to take steps which will 
secure European peace and stability 
and which will lock in the freedom and 
independence won in the revolutions of 
1989 and the collapse of communism. 

If the Senate ratifies enlargement, 
we will have set the foundation for dec
ades of European peace and prosperity; 
but if we fail, historians may look back 
at the early post-cold-war period as a 
tragic loss of opportunities. The more 
distant we are from the days of the fall 
of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of 
communism, the clearer it becomes 
that we have entered a new era. But 
dangers still abound in post-cold-war 
Europe. The revolutions of 1989 not 
only led to the collapse of communism 
but also to the end of the peace orders 
established after two world wars. 

What is at stake here and now is 
order and stability in Europe as a 
whole. And that is why American in
terests are involved. Mr. President, 
NATO cannot by itself solve all of Eu
rope 's problems, but without a stable 
security framework, we run the risk 
that reform and democracy in Eastern 
Europe will not persist but will instead 
be undercut by destructive forces of na
tionalism and insecurity. 

The failure of democracy in the east 
could not help but have a profound con
sequence for democracy in the con
tinent's western half as well. If history 
teaches us anything, it is that the 
United States is always drawn into 
such European conflicts because our 
vital interests are ultimately engaged. 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub
lic are democratic, free-market nations 
with professional militaries under ci
vilian control. In addition to contrib
uting to NATO's core mission of collec
tive defense, they are ready and able to 
support American and allied interests 
beyond their borders as they have dem
onstrated in Desert Storm, in Haiti , 
and in Bosnia. 

Accession of these three democracies 
to NATO will eliminate immoral and 
destabilizing dividing lines in Europe. I 
point out, ·Mr. President, those lines 
are there- not put there by us-and ex
tend stability into a region long trou
bled by conflict. 

A stable and peaceful Europe will 
benefit all of Europe, including Russia 
and non-NATO countries. Expanding 
peace and stability in Europe lessens 
the chance of the United States again 

being pulled into conflicts in the re
gion. NATO enlargement provides an 
opportunity for the alliance to be 
proactive in shaping a stable and stra
tegic landscape in Europe. 

Mr. President, it has been argued 
that we are rushing into 1992 enlarge
ment. I have advocated, among others, 
expanding the NATO alliance since 
1992. I have had countless discussions 
on the subject with colleagues here in 
the Senate and in the administration 
since that time. I have traveled to Eu
rope and to the former Soviet Union 
many times in recent years, and the 
issue of NATO enlargement has been 
one of the most debated and talked 
about issues throughout that period of 
time. 

As an early advocate of enlargement, 
I do not agree that the Senate is rush
ing to expand NATO. Rather, I suggest 
that supporters and critics of enlarge
ment have been engaged in a debate 
and discussion of this topic for at least 
6 years- hardly a hurried process. 
NATO enlargement has been endorsed 
by Congress each year since 1994. NATO 
enlargement was endorsed in the Con
tract With America as part of the 1996 
Republican Presidential platform. 

Mr. President, the Foreign Relations 
Committee held 12 hearings over the 
past 4 years to hear from nearly 50 sup
porters and opponents of the policy of 
enlargement. In fact , I held the first 
hearing on the subject as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on European Affairs 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. 
Not only has the Foreign Relations 
Committee held hearings and studied 
the subject, but so has the Armed Serv
ices Committee, Intelligence Com
mittee , and Budget and Appropriations 
Committees. 

These committee hearings have thor
oughly examined concerns about NATO 
expansion, including projected cost, 
how we deal with Russia, and the fu
ture mission of NATO. The commit
tee 's resolution addresses all of these 
points and was reported by a vote of 16-
2. Our chairman, Senator HELMS, and 
distinguished ranking member, Sen
ator BIDEN, have done an excellent job 
in constructing a very thoughtful and 
balanced resolution of ratification. 

If Senate committee hearings and de
liberations are not enough, Senators 
LOTT and DASCHLE organized a Senate 
NATO observer group, which had 28 
members and met 17 times to study and 
discuss this important foreign policy 
initiative. NATO enlargement has re
ceived endorsements from every living 
U.S. Secretary of State, numerous 
former Secretaries of Defense and Na
tional Security Advisers , and more 
than 60 flag and general officers, in
cluding 5 distinguished former Chair
men of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

This has been a long, serious debate 
among Members of Congress, the ad
ministration, and our allies regarding 
the benefits and possible pitfalls of en-

largement. There has been no rush to 
judgment. We are now entering the 
final stage of the process; namely, Sen
ate debate and a vote on the merits of 
NATO enlargement. I have listened 
carefully to critics who suggest that 
there is no threat at the present time 
and thus we should not expand NATO 
now. They suggest there will be plenty 
of time to expand the alliance should a 
new enemy or threat appear on the ho
rizon. I strongly disagree with that 
point of view. We have learned that the 
weapons used in Desert Storm were en
visioned, planned, and produced in the 
1970s. Thus, the systems which allowed 
us to triumph in the Persian Gulf are 
20 to 25 years old. 

The organization and infrastructure 
to meet future threats must have a 
similar root structure. We must begin 
to construct an alliance which can 
meet the future and undetermined 
threats. Our military experts and top 
strateg·ic thinkers believe an alliance 
which includes Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic will be better able 
to meet those challenges. 

What might those challenges be? Per
haps the emergence of a hostile re
gional power, a threat from the Middle 
East or from North Africa, a resurgent 
imperialist Russia, nationalist or reli
gious instability, or the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. 

The systems needed to deter or de
feat such future threats must begin to 
be constructed long before they can be 
expected to operate effectively. One 
cannot expect an alliance to be shelved 
during times of peace and simply 
dusted off when the threats emerge. 
The alliance must begin to lay the 
foundation which will prepare us to 
meet an uncertain future. In my mind, 
expanding the zone of peace and secu
rity in Europe and adding three new 
willing, enthusiastic members will con
tribute to that preparedness. 

Four of our NATO allies-Canada, 
Denmark, Norway, and Germany-have 
already ratified the protocols of en
largement. It is time for the Senate to 
act and to show leadership on this 
issue. 

NATO's open-door entrance policy es
tablished by article 10 of the Wash
ington treaty- which should not be 
misunderstood as an open-ended pol
icy- has given countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe the incentive to accel
erate reforms, to settle disputes with 
neighbors, and to increase regional co
operation. They have done so magnifi
cently. 

To retract the open-door policy, as 
some have suggested, would risk under
mining tremendous gains that have 
been made for peace throughout the re
gion. The result of a " closed-door" pol
icy would be the creation of new divid
ing lines across Europe. Those nations 
outside might become disillusioned and 
insecure and, thus, inclined to adopt 
the competitive and destabilizing secu
rity policies of Europe's past. 
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recognizes that all new democracies 
and applicants in Europe are not equal
ly ready or willing to be security allies. 
Some states may never be ready. At 
the same time, NATO must not pre
judge the future or draw new lines in 
Europe by pre-emptively excluding or 
setting time lines for future coopera
tion or membership. 

The selection of future NATO mem
bers should depend on: (1) a determina
tion by NATO members of their stra
tegic interests; (2) NATO's perception 
of threats to security and stability; 
and (3) actions taken by prospective 
members to complete their democratic 
transitions and to harmonize their 
policies with NATO's political aims 
and security policies. 

This would clarify the security ex
pectations of non-NATO members. It 
would make clear that it is the inten
tion of the United States that NATO 
remain a serious defensive military al
liance and not slip into a loose collec
tive security society. It suggests that 
enlargement will be a careful, delib
erate process, with consideration of all 
security interests. Finally, it draws 
again on the principle of reciprocity, 
both to encourage prospective mem
bers to align themselves with NATO's 
values and policies and to signal that 
threats will be counterproductive. 

Intellectually, I can understand the 
concern that we must not allow the 
NATO Alliance to collapse under the 
strains, produced by multitudes of new 
members. But, neither can we seek a 
quick, painless remedy for serious de
bate and oversight of American foreign 
policy through " strategic pauses" or 
" NATO linkages". The best way to en
sure the continued vitality of NATO is 
for the United States to consider and 
debate the qualifications and potential 
ramifications of .new members on a 
country-by-country or a stage-by-stage 
basis. 

NATO's open-door policy has served 
the Alliance well for fifty years. The 
Senate has always and will retain its 
prerogatives and powers in the area of 
the North Atlantic Treaty and the Alli
ance. A two-thirds Senate majority is 
the best form of balance and oversight 
we can produce without treading on ex
ecutive privilege. 

In the weeks leading up to the Alli
ance 's Madrid summit in July 1997, 
many of our current European allies 
pushed for a larger initial number of 
states to join NATO. The President de
cided to keep the initial round to three 
members. This was not a popular deci
sion with some of our allies, who had 
championed the cause of Slovenia and 
Romania. And while neither the Ad
ministration nor the Senate can pre
vent other current members of the Al
liance from promoting the membership 
of additional states, both have the 
ability to prevent the accession of 
other candidates-the Administration 

through its predominant voice in the 
North Atlantic Council and the Senate 
through its role in approving modifica
tions to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Consequently, I do not believe a leg
islatively mandated pause is in the in
terest of this country, this institution, 
or the NATO Alliance. 

Some propose that NATO enlarge
ment be bound to the expansion of the 
European Union (EU). EU enlargement 
is highly desirable in its own right, but 
must not be a condition to NATO mem
bership. It would restrict a trans-At
lantic Alliance led by the U.S. to the 
political exigencies of a strictly Euro
pean organization. 

I point out again, Mr. President, that 
NATO is the organization in which the 
United States is involved and in which 
we offer leadership, not t:qe European 
union. 

The transfer of security decision
making power to an institution which 
has been unable to develop a common 
security policy and failed to stop the 
fighting in the former Yugoslavia 
would not bode well for the future of 
European security. The EU's decision
making procedures are notorious for 
being cumbersome and slow. Moreover, 
the consensus-building process they 
serve to tend to produce outcomes ex
pressing the lowest common denomi
nator. All of these traits are antithet
ical to the demands of a military alli
ance which places a premium on time
ly, decisive action rather than first 
meeting the test of political accept
ability to a diverse relationship. 

Finally, subordinating NATO to the 
EU in this manner would make the Al
liance, not a cornerstone of European 
security, but an appendage. The role of 
the U.S., Canada, and Turkey, none of 
whom are members of the EU, would be 
significantly diminished in the en
largement process. This potential 
"back-door" approach to enlargement 
is fraught with dangers; I prefer the 
" front-door", the " open-door". 

Critics assert that NATO enlarge
ment repeats the mistake of the 
Versailles Treaty by mistreating Rus
sia. One should be careful with histor
ical analogies. NATO enlargement is 
not a punishment or isolation of Rus
sia. During the period that NATO en
largement has proceeded, President 
Yeltsin was re-elected; reformers were 
elevated in government; President 
Yeltsin pledged to press for ratification 
of START II and then to pursue deeper 
nuclear arms reductions in START III; 
the Russian Duma approved the Chem
ical Weapons Convention; Russian 
troops continue their participation in 
Bosnia; the West has extended some 
$100 billion since 1991 to assist Russian 
democratic and economic reforms, and 
over $2 billion in weapons dismantle
ment and security. 

NATO members will continue to have 
both common and divergent interests 
with Russia, whether NATO enlarges or 

not. It is a mistake to view Russia 
solely as a reactive power and to blame 
its actions on Western behavior alone. 
There will be areas of collaboration 
and areas of discord in the relation
ship, and those distinctions will be de
termined by differences in geography, 
history, and economic standing, not by 
ideology as during the Cold War and 
not by NATO enlargement in the post
Cold War world. The only way to man
age both areas of coincident and con
flicting interests is by building bridges 
where possible and drawing lines where 
necessary. 

Many reject NATO enlargement out 
of a desire to preserve a Russian sphere 
of influence. If Russia cannot accept 
the legitimate right of its neighbors to 
choose their security arrangements, a 
policy they embraced in the NATO
Russia Founding Act, then NATO's role 
in the region will prove even more im
portant. 

Some critics believe that NATO en
largement is somehow condemning the 
START II Treaty and cooperative U.S.
Russian nuclear dismantlement activi
ties to the dustbin of history. I do not 
believe this is the case. Russia's recent 
ratification of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention would indicate that the 
linkage between NA TO enlargement 
and arms control is more political than 
strategic. 

Many Russians, including liberal 
Duma members, simply do not like the 
START II Treaty. They believe the 
Russian side was out-negotiated by the 
Americans, and oppose it whether 
NATO expands or not. 

What is at issue among Russian arms 
control specialists is whether the 
United States can be convinced to pay 
some additional price for mutual stra
tegic nuclear arms control reductions 
that the Russians themselves will have 
to undertake with or without a treaty. 
Continued statements about the dire 
consequences that will accompany 
NATO enlargement become the means 
by which they hope to induce the U.S. 
to go to a START III agreement sooner 
rather than later. 

Perceived START II inequities con
stitute by far the primary reason for 
the reluctance of many Duma members 
and defense specialists to ratify the 
START II Treaty, not continuing, 
deep-seated resentment of NATO en
largement. It is not simply the nation
alists but the so-called liberals in the 
Russian foreign policy elite who be
lieve that START II, as currently writ
ten, is not in Russia's national inter
est. The latter would also propose to 
substantially modify the START III 
elements of the Helsinki joint state
ment agreed to by Presidents Clinton 
and Yeltsin, arguing that the March 
1997 START III principles do not go far 
enough to guarantee that Russia's 
smaller strategic forces of the future 
will be able to reliably deter the United 
States. 
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Russian "arms controllers" are pub
licly laying the blame for lack of Duma 
ratification of START II at the feet of 
an expanding NATO, they are privately 
probing to determine how far the 
United States would be willing to go in 
further lowering warhead ceilings 
through START III, realizing that Rus
sia cannot realistically afford to main
tain the proposed ST ART II strategic 
force levels. They want to drive the 
warhead ceiling down to a figure that 
Russia can afford! They are urging the 
beginning of START III negotiations as 
soon as possible, in part, they say, to 
improve the prospects for Russian rati
fication of START II. They are argu
ing, in short, that the entire strategic 
arms control dialogue is foundering, 
not because of NATO enlargement, but 
because the U.S. insists on waiting for 
START II ratification before beginning 
formal negotiations on START III. 

It is not so much NATO expansion 
that is eating away at the U.S.-Russia 
strategic relationship. Rather, it is 
Russian weakness and the desire of 
some Russians either to stop the stra
tegic nuclear arms reduction process at 
START I levels, or to convince Amer
ican statesmen and political leaders, in 
part through a "guilt trip" over NATO 
enlargement, that a better deal needs 
to be offered to the Russian side-ei
ther in order to secure ratification of 
the START II Treaty or to supersede it 
with a START III agreement. 

There is nothing inherently incon
sistent between a strong, healthy U.S.
Russian relationship and an expanding 
NATO. Too many Americans critics of 
NATO enlargement who posit this as 
an either/or choice fail to understand 
the nature of the debate within the 
Russian Federation. 

NUNN-LUGAR 

In recent trips to Russia and the 
former Soviet Union it has been clear 
to me that NATO enlargement is un
likely to have a negative impact on our 
broad and deep cooperation with the 
Russian government to reduce the 
threat from weapons of mass destruc
tion. My colleagues have expressed 
their concern that our successful coop
erative dismantlement and destruction 
programs may falter as NATO enlarges. 

For the past year or two, while NATO 
issues were being addressed by senior 
diplomats, Nunn-Lugar activities con
tinued along their steady path, 
undisrupted. The programs are pro
ceeding well, with no signs of NATO 
enlargement hindering or damaging 
our ongoing destruction and dismantle
ment efforts. 

To date, the Nunn-Lugar program 
has deactivated 4,700 nuclear warheads, 
destroyed 255 ICBMs, eliminated 252 
ICBM launchers, destroyed 37 bombers, 
eliminated 95 SLBMs, destroyed 80 
SLBM launchers, and sealed 114 nu
clear test tunnels. These numbers will 
continue to climb as we expand our co
operative efforts with Russia. 

Our cooperative programs with Rus
sia on these issues have not slowed 
down; rather they have made remark
able gains in recent months. Recently, 
the Russians have indicated their will
ingness to move forward on a range of 
new projects. Nunn-Lugar will support 
the elimination of over 20 Russian SS-
18 ICBMs each year. At 10 warheads 
apiece, this removes one of the most 
feared threats to U.S. strategic forces. 

Nunn-Lugar will support the elimi
nation of over 10 missile submarines 
per year at three Russian shipyards. 
Dismantlement projects will include 
DELTAs and ultimately TYPHOONs, 
the workhorses and mainstays of the 
Russian submarine forces. Moscow has 
also proposed Nunn-Lugar support for 
transforming the fissile material from 
dismantled Russian warheads into non
weapons-usable hockey puck shapes for 
storage at the Mayak fissile material 
storage facility. This project would 
provide unprecedented conformation 
that the Russians are dismantling nu
clear warheads, and will speed the safe 
and secure storage of weapons-usable 
material. 

Ukraine has been similarly expansive 
in identifying new areas of coopera
tion. The Ukrainian government has 
requested Nunn-Lugar assistance in 
eliminating SS- 24s and associated silos 
to meet its requirements by 2000. Kiev 
has also asked for Nunn-Lugar assist
ance in destroying 44 bombers, as well 
as over 1,000 advanced air-launch cruise 
missiles. 

With these major advances in our co
operative destruction and dismantle
ment programs under Nunn-Lugar, it is 
difficult to find evidence to support the 
claim that NATO enlargement is inter
fering with the larger pro bl em of the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction. Just the opposite, as NATO 
enlargement has progressed, so have 
our joint efforts with Russia and other 
states of the former Soviet Union to 
deal with the threat of weapons of 
mass destruction. 

Therefore I conclude that NATO en
largement and deeper NATO-Russian 
relations both have immense value for 
the United States and Europe if they 
are pursued properly. They are com
plementary and reinforcing objectives. 
The best outcome for the United States 
and Europe is for both tracks to suc
ceed. A zero-sum debate about them, 
therefore, misses the point. . 

The coming votes of European par
liaments and the U.S. Senate on NATO 
enlargement will not simply be deci
sions over whether to add a few mem
bers to a military alliance. These votes 
will become a statement on the roles of 
the United States and the countries of 
Western Europe in the world. The U.S. 
vote on enlargement will be seen as a 
sign of whether America intends to 
maintain its international leadership 
role, or whether, after the end of the 
Cold War, the United States intends to 

retreat and relinquish its status as the 
world leader. 

It is my hope that America will 
maintain its position and engagement 
in the world's arena. We should ratify 
NA TO enlargement and expand the 
zone of peace and security which has 
served Western Europe so well for the 
last fifty years to the central and east
ern portions of this important con
tinent. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ASHCROFT). The Senator from Min
nesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, Ronald 
Reagan once remarked that: 

They say the world has become too com
plex for simple answers. They are wrong. 
There are no easy answers, but there are 
simple answers. 

Mr. President, with the end of the 
Cold War and the dissolution of the So
viet empire, we must face the chal
lenge of maintaining a zone of stability 
in Central Europe while preserving the 
freedom and independence of these 
democratic states. Enlarging NATO to 
include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic is not an easy answer, 
but it is a simple answer. Most impor
tantly, it is a simple answer that is in 
the best interest of the United States. 

This is not the first time that the 
Senate has considered the merits of 
NATO enlargement. NATO added new 
members on three other occasions, 
bringing Germany, Greece, Turkey, 
and Spain into the fold. With each ad
dition, the military capability of NATO 
increased, and the stability of Europe 
was enhanced. I am confident that the 
inclusion of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic in NATO will have the 

· same effect. 
This round of NATO expansion, how

ever, is significant in that these are 
the first candidates for NATO member
ship to be considered that were part of 
the Soviet bloc. Nearly a decade after 
the fall of the Berlin Wall, we have a 
chance to right the historical wrong of 
Yalta, and firmly anchor Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic in the 
West. While the accession of these 
three nations to full NATO member
ship should not be supported for moral 
reasons alone, our moral obligation to 
these countries should not be ignored. 
We must look at NATO expansion not 
just as a way to make up for past mis
takes, but as a chance to secure the 
gains of freedom and democracy and 
ensure that they will never again be 
encroached. 

NATO expansion offers the United 
States a remarkable opportunity to be 
proactive in shaping the strategic land
scape of Europe. That this opportunity 
is a result of peace, and not the spoils 
of war, is a tribute to the effectiveness 
of NATO over nearly 50 years. It is not 
a responsibility that we should take 
lightly; it is not a responsibility that 
we can shirk. 
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The Senate does not have merely the 
obligation to determine whether Po
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
should be admitted to NATO, but to 
safeguard the integrity of the organiza
tion they would be joining. NATO has 
been a successful military alliance 
with a clearly defined mission: pro
tecting the territorial integrity of its 
members, defending them from exter
nal aggression and preventing the 
domination of Europe by any single 
power. NATO's mission remains just as 
valid today as it was at its inception. I 
am convinced that a NATO which in
cludes Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic will be a stronger, more via
ble institution as long as NATO retains 
its essential character throughout this 
transition. 

I share the concerns of some of my 
colleagues that unless we are vigilant, 
NATO may evolve into a UN-style 
peacekeeping force. However, it is im
portant to underscore that the expan
sion of NATO to include Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic will in
hibit-not promote-this objectionable 
outcome. The prospective members are 
eager to join NATO to receive the same 
strong security guarantee that NATO 
members have traditionally enjoyed. 
They understand what it means to be 
invaded and occupied, and do not want 
NATO's ability to carry out its mission 
to be diluted or compromised. They 
will be on our side in the internal de
bate in the North Atlantic Council over 
NATO's strategic concept in the 21st 
century. 

RUSSIA 

Mr. President, others have argued 
that the inclusion of Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic in NATO will 
destabilize Russia and endanger our ef
forts to build a constructive relation
ship with that important nation. I do 
not believe this is the case. The Rus
sian legislature is refusing to ratify 
ST ART II. Russia is forging closer ties 
to Iraq and Iran and undermining U.S. 
policy in the Middle East whenever 
possible. Moscow is trying to disrupt 
U.S.-backed plans to move Caspian Sea 
oil through an Azerbaijani-Georgian 
pipeline to the Black Sea. But there is 
no evidence that any of these actions is 
linked to NATO expansion. Indeed, 
Russia was pursing these policies long 
before the expansion ·of NATO was seri
ously contemplated. NATO expansion 
may be a convenient excuse for Rus
sia's stance on foreign policy issues 
that run counter to U.S. interests, but 
it is not the cause. 

I have no doubt that Russia, if given 
the choice, would like to maintain a 
"sphere of influence" in Central Eu
rope, or barring that, a buffer zone. But 
this is 1998, not 1948, and Poland, Hun-

gary, and the Czech Republic have the 
right and the ability to reject the 
former, and the United States has a 
vital interest in denying the latter. As 
former Secretary of State Henry Kis
singer noted. 

Basing European and Atlantic secu
rity on a no man's land between Ger
many and Russia runs counter to his
torical experience. A greater security 
dilemma would be created by ceding to 
our own fears about antagonizing Rus
sia than proceeding with enlargement. 

Furthermore, appeasing the Russian 
extremists who object to NATO expan
sion would only serve to undermine the 
very democratic forces that we're try
ing to protect. I see no evidence of a 
brewing nationalist backlash that crit
ics keep warning us about. The Russian 
people are concerned about securing 
jobs, protecting their pensions, and 
preserving their personal security. 
Opinion polls show that Russian voters 
don't care one way or another about 
NATO expansion. As one expert wit
ness, Mr. Dimitri Simes, before the 
Foreign Relations Committee re
marked, the Russian leadership: en
gaged in terrible atrocities in 
Chechnya against [ ... ] many Russian 
civilians. They are not paying wages 
and pensions at a time when people can 
easily observe the huge mansions of 
the new elite [ ... ]. None of this moves 
Russian politics in a nationalist or re
actionary direction. But somehow an 
obstruction like NATO enlargement is 
supposed to have a mystical, destruc
tive impact on Russian politics. It is 
very difficult for me to believe. 

EUROPEAN UNION 

Mr. President, we should not let our 
fears of Russia's response stall NATO 
expansion; nor should we let protec
tionist elements of the European Union 
have the same effect. Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic are established 
democracies with free market econo
mies. They have resolved all territorial 
conflicts with their neighbors. Their 
militaries are firmly under civilian 
control and they have pledged to meet 
all the responsibilities of NATO mem
bership. These countries want to be en
gaged in Europe; they are willing to 
fully participate in the defense of Eu
rope and have pledged to do their fair 
share. There is no need to wait until 
the European Union accepts Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic be
fore we permit them to achieve full 
membership in NATO. 

Right now, three of our current Euro
pean allies are not members of the Eu
ropean Union: Norway, Iceland, and 
Turkey. There is no reason to raise the 
bar for the admission of new members. 

bership must be regarded as the first
not the only-round of expansion. A 
mandated pause would create a new di
viding line in Europe and send a signal 
to the Central European countries who 
were not included in the first round 
that enlargement has not just stalled, 
but has stopped. Many of these coun
tries are making positive changes to
ward democracy and free markets with 
the view of joining NATO. It would be 
destructive to remove that goal. 

RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION 

As a member of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, I raised a number of 
concerns about the Administration's 
proposal to expand NA TO and I am 
pleased that these have been addressed 
in the Resolution of Ratification. This 
Resolution of Ratification underscores 
that NATO's central mission remains 
the territorial defense of its members 
and that NATO command, structures, 
force goals, and defense planning must 
reflect that fact. It confirms that Rus
sia will not have a voice or a veto on 
NATO decision-making and that the 
Permanent Joint Council will be a 
mechanism for explaining NATO pol
icy, not creating it. It also ensures 
that there will be a clear, equitable dis
tribution of the financial costs of ex
pansion. American taxpayers should 
not pay the costs of modernizing the 
forces of our current allies, because 
they have failed to live up to their pre
vious commitments. Nor should our 
taxpayers pay more if any of our Euro
pean allies refuse to pay their fair 
share for the costs of bringing in new 
members. 

MINNESOTA 

Some of my colleagues have stated 
that the American people have not 
been informed about the issues sur
rounding NATO expansion. Well, I can 
categorically state that is not the case 
in Minnesota. Minnesotans have par
ticipated in an ongoing dialogue on the 
merits of expanding NATO at every 
level-from the Minnesota legislature, 
to academic symposia, to town hall 
meetings. Mr. President, at this time I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the remarks of three 
Minnesotans who have worked dili
gently for the inclusion of Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic in 
NATO: Mr. John Radzilowski, Mr. 
Lazlo Fulop, and Ms. Paulette Will. 
They made an extraordinary effort to 
make sure that their fellow Minneso
tans had the opportunity to become 
well-informed about the issues sur
rounding NA TO expansion. 

MANDATED PAUSE There being no objection, the mate-
The accession of Poland, Hungary, rial was ordered to be printed in the 

and Czech Republic to full NATO mem- RECORD, as follows: 
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STATEMENT BY JOHN RADZILOWSKI IN FAVOR 

OF A RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS 
TO SUPPORT THE ADMISSION OF POLAND, 
HUNGARY, AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC TO THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
(HF 2417) 

(John Radzilowski is president of Polish 
American Cultural Institute of Minnesota. 
He is a historian, and a freelance writer 
and editor, currently in the final stages of 
his Ph.D. candidacy. He is the author of 
three books, the co-author of four others, 
as well as many articles, reviews, and sto
ries. He has written on topics such as Min
nesota history, east European history, im
migration, and American ethnic groups) 
Mr. RADZILOWSKI: I would like to thank the 

committee for providing me the opportunity 
to speak today and I am very pleased to be 
able to speak in favor of the resolution sup
porting NATO membership for Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic. As a Polish 
American who grew up in Minnesota, I am 
especially proud to see the legislature con
sidering this vital issue. Since the beginning 
of American history, the interests and values 
of the Polish and American peoples have co
incided. During our war for independence, 
Americans were aided by many Polish patri
ots. Kazimierz Pulaski founded the U.S. Cav
alry and died fighting the British at Savan
nah. Tadeusz Kosciuszko, a close friend of 
Thomas Jefferson, played a key role in the 
American victory at Saratoga, and designed 
the fortress of West Point (which later be
came our military academy). Kosciuszko was 
also a fierce of foe of slavery and on hearing 
that Congress had awarded him a plantation 
for his services, he ordered Jefferson to free 
its slaves, sell the plantation, and use the 
money to educate freed blacks. Poland's 1791 
Constitution was based on the U.S. Constitu
tion, and was only the second democratic 
constitution in the world. 

Although Poland lost her fight for inde
pendence, Poles kept their dream alive. 
When they could not win their own freedom, 
Poles battled for the independence of op
pressed peoples around the world, becoming 
known as the scourge of tyrants. Fleeing po
litical oppression and economic hardship, 
Poles found a haven here in America. Today, 
there are about IO million Polish Americans, 
while Minnesota boasts about a quarter mil
lion Polish Americans, making us the state's 
sixth largest ethnic or racial group. [Accord
ing to the 1990 U.S. Census.] Polish Ameri
cans have distinguished themselves in Amer
ica's service. According to the 1990 U.S. Cen
sus, Polish Americans have the highest per 
capita percentage of veterans in their popu
lation than any of the other ethnic and ra
cial groups the government keeps track of. 

After World War I, Poland regained her 
independence, thanks in part to the efforts of 
U.S. President Woodrow Wilson, who is still 
considered a hero in Poland today. Following 
the shameful Munich Pact of 1938, in which 
an independent Czechoslovakia was turned 
over to Hitler, Poland refused to give in to 
German threats and was attacked in Sep
tember 1939 and defeated by Hitler's Ger
many and Stalin's Soviet Union after a 
month of desperate fighting. Many Poles es
caped to the West, where they helped make 
up the fourth largest Allied force in the fight 
against Nazism. On many occasions Polish 
and American troops fought side by side. 
Polish fighters escorted American bombers 
on raids deep into Germany. Polish destroy
ers watched over merchant convoys in U
Boat infested waters. In Italy, the Polish vic
tory at Monte Cassino allowed the Ameri
cans to break out of the Anzio beachhead 

and capture Rome. On August 19, 1944, sol
diers of the Polish 1st Armored Division 
linked up with Gen. George Patton's 90th In
fantry Division near the French town of 
Falaise to close the trap on 60,000 Nazi 
troops, destroying the bulk of the German 
army in the West. 

World War II cost the lives of some 6 mil
lion Polish citizens (a number divided about 
evenly between Christians and Jews), as well 
as incalculable losses of property and cul
tural and artistic treasures. Despite the ter
rible cost, and despite fighting for the win
ning side, Poland did not regain her freedom. 
Her struggle against tyranny was forgotten. 
Instead, Poland, like her neighbors Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia, became a satellite of 
the Soviet Union, a nation that was respon
sible for the deaths of almost 1 million Poles. 
Yet, Soviet communism proved a failure in 
Poland, and the people did everything they 
could to undermine a system that became in
creasingly corrupt, unworkable, and morally 
bankrupt. Given this history, it is no sur
prise that the unraveling of the Communist 
system in Europe began in Poland. Although 
we did not know it at the time, the election 
of Pope John Paul II and the formation of 
the Solidarity independent trade union in 
Poland spelled the beginning of the end for 
the Cold War. The momentum that began in 
Poland was furthered by the people in Hun
gary and Czechoslovakia. The rest of story 
is, as they say, history. 

After breaking with the communist past, 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
began an effort to re-enter the family of 
democratic nations from which they had 
been unnaturally separated in 1945. They 
transformed their economies from state-run 
command systems, to free, open markets. 
They reformed their political systems, re
introducing real democracy, a free press, and 
civilian control of the military. These 
changes have taken root and borne fruit-
there have been a series of free and fair elec
tions, and the economies of all three nations 
are doing well. Poland, for example, has the 
fastest-growing economy in Europe. Each of 
these three nations has taken the initiative 
and solved its outstanding border disputes 
and tensions. In short, Hungary, Poland, and 
the Czech Republic have met the objectives 
we in the West set for them as conditions for 
NATO membership. 

NATO enlargement will expand the borders 
of peace and security. It will spread more 
evenly the burdens of defense within the alli
ance. It will add to the ranks of our allies. It 
will encourage those who want to reject poli
tics based on hatred, division, and spheres of 
influence. As Czech president Vaclav Havel 
put it, NATO " is first and foremost an in
strument of democracy intended to defend 
mutually held and created political and spir
itual values." It is not an alliance aimed at 
an enemy, but " a guarantor of Euro-Amer
ican civilization and thus a pillar of global 
security." [New York Times, May 13, 1997.] 

The consequences of the U.S. Senate not 
ratifying NATO expansion would be serious 
indeed. Hardline nationalists in Bosnia, 
Belarus, Serbia, and elsewhere would be en
couraged, while friends of democracy and 
free markets would be disheartened. Fur
thermore, U.S. interests would be severly 
harmed. We depend on stability in the heart 
of Europe. An expanded NATO is the best 
guarantor of that security. With NATO 
membership for the Czech Republic, Hun
gary, and Poland, no dictator will ever again 
dream of a central European empire based on 
force and violence. We only need to remem
ber the price the U.S. paid in two major Eu-

ropean wars and the protracted commit
ments of the Cold War to understand how 
important this is. 

For Minnesotans, east-central Europe is of 
increasing importance. The three NATO can
didates have some of Europe's fastest grow
ing economies and many Minnesota compa
nies are doing good business in Hungary, Po
land, and the Czech Republic. The list of 
major companies with interests in these 
three countries reads like a who's who of 
corporate Minnesota: Cargill, 3M, Honeywell, 
Pillsbury, Land O'Lakes, NRG. We can add 
to this many medium and smaller compa
nies, especially in the high technology area 
(many of which were started by recent immi
grants). Ask the officials of these companies 
what NATO enlargement means for them. 

In just two weekends this summer we col
lected some 1,400 signatures of Minnesotans 
from all over the state on a petition in sup
port of NATO membership for Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic. This was a 
grassroots effort conducted by volunteers 
with little or no political experience. Since 
then, there has been a flood of letter writing, 
faxing, and calling to our U.S. Senators. One 
senator supports NATO expansion, while the 
other is officially undecided. The debate con
tinues. Thus, it is important that the state 
legislature make its voice heard on this im
portant issue, to tell the U.S. Senate that 
NATO expansion is good for global security, 
good for America, and good for Minnesota. I 
thank Rep. Jaros, and other state legislators 
who have helped on this issue, for their good 
work, and I urge members of this body to 
support the resolution. 

NATO membership is the final step in the 
return of Poland and its neighbors to their 
place as our allies. As President Clinton re
cently noted, Poland is not a new ally for 
America, but an old friend returning home. 

STA'l'EMENT BY LASZLO G. FULOP, IN SUPPORT 
OF WHY HUNGARY SHOULD BECOME A NATO 
MEMBER. 
Mr. FULOP. Mr. Chairman, thank you for 

the opportunity to appear in front of your 
committee and speak in support of Hun
gary 's-along with Poland's and the Czech 
Republic 's-admission to NATO. 

Let me introduce myself: Laszlo G. Fulop, 
architect and planner of Minneapolis, MN, 
representing the Minnesota Hungarians. 

The question many of you have in mind is, 
Why should Hungary become a NATO mem
ber? Before responding to this question let 
me make a few brief remarks, that are perti
nent to this issue. 

Hungary has existed in Europe for over 1100 
years, and of those over 1000 was oriented to 
Western Europe. In the course of this ori
entation she found herself in situations 
where she fought for and defended the Chris
tian culture of Western Europe, often just by 
blocking great expansionist endeavors from 
the East. 

Hungary also had a 200+ year interest in 
the United States. Many Hungarians fought 
in the American War of Independence. Indeed 
a Hungarian, Colonel Michael Kovats serving 
under the famous Polish General Pulaski, or
ganized the first US Cavalry, while fighting 
for American independence. Later, when the 
Hungarians fought for their freedom with 
the Hapsburg empire in 1848-49 and declared 
their independence, the new Hungarian Con
stitution was modeled after the American 
Constitution of 1787. By the way, the Haps
burg forces were able to put down that val
iant revolution, only because they asked for 
Russian help. A Russian army of 175,000 to
gether with the Hapsburg armies eventually 
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subdued the Hungarians fight for freedom. 
Unfortunately this intrusion was not an iso
lated occasion. 

Until just 9 years ago East and part of Cen
tral Europe was relegated to the Soviet 
Sphere of interest and even the U.S. con
ducted her relationship with the region 
through Moscow. Since the defeat of Com
munism in 1989-90 the Czechs, Poles, Hungar
ians, regaining their independence, had to 
overcome great difficulties in their efforts to 
reestablish democracy. 

The dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, initi
ated by Hungarian Prime Minister Antall in 
1990, along with the absence of existing secu
rity guarantees has left a strategic vacuum 
in the region. This effectively dissolved a bi
polar world order, and also changed the situ
ation of European security. The threat of nu
clear war was replaced by much more limited 
in scope, yet expanded in types of threats. 
Aggression in Yugoslavia that went on un
checked for too long has shown just one 
major cause why this vacuum has to be 
filled. 

The practical view of this membership: 
what's good in it for me and what's in it for 
you? Let's look at a few areas: 
Security 

The Enlargement means expanded security 
for Europe, and for the individual countries. 
It means ensuring common interests, com
mon values. NATO was never an aggressive 
organization, but was an effective deterrent 
of active war. NATO always professed to pro
tect the " status quo" . In this case NATO's 
Enlargement simply means the " eastward 
expansion of the region of security and sta
bility." 

Hungary values its security, exactly be
cause it had been threatened so often during 
her history. 

Also a new security system seems to be 
evolving in Europe that is based on coopera
tion and partnership and these are driven by 
democracies in Western Europe. In orienting 
herself to the West, it will be imperative for 
Hungary (and to Poland and the Czech Re
public) to participate in the economic, polit
ical and security aspects of this newly evolv
ing mechanism. This will require moderniza
tion in more fronts, including security. 

European stability is in the interest of the 
United States, as well, as NATO has been one 
of the major guardians of that. Today, it is 
still viewed in that role, and its enlargement 
will simply expand the security enjoyed by 
the current NATO countries, to establish 
conditions for peaceful, and democratic de
velopment in the new member countries. 
This enlargement is not viewed as pushing 
the military line established during the Cold 
War further east, but to expand the state of 
stability. A war in the area would cost the 
U.S. a great deal more both in political ef
forts and in military spending than the costs 
associated with the NATO Enlargement. 
These countries will mean a net gain for 
NATO and the United States. 
Developing democracies 

Hungary also intends to become a member 
of the EU, but, as NATO has become more 
than just a military organization, HU views 
NATO as complimenting her integration into 
the ranks of western democracies. 

These three countries mean market, strong 
sources of educated manpower, and devoted 
allies to the West in political as well as on 
economical turf. 

The association with NATO provides a vi
sion that can galvanize people in these three 
countries (and hopefully later with others) 
to achieve higher levels of co-operation in 

areas of common concern and shared destiny. 
Collectively these people will have a greater 
power to integrate their future within this 
alliance. This is perhaps truer today than it 
ever was before, and the recognition is be
coming more pervasive than before. Par
tially, the margin of vote (85.5%) in Hungary 
attested to this recognition. 

The threat of a large scale military con
flict is currently not real, however, smaller 
scale conflicts can occur. Their potential can 
never be ignored. For Hungary the upgrading 
of military will be a costly affair, but it is 
estimated to cost less over the same period 
than as if she had to provide for her total de
fense alone. 

Since the reestablishment of democratic 
governmental forms in Hungary, the mili
tary is under civilian control. 
Nature of concerns 

We are aware that some people are con
cerned about this step of NATO and has 
urged a wide ranging discussion on this 
topic. The main concern seems to be that 
this expansion will " . . . bring the Russians 
to question the entire post-Cold War settle
ment, and galvanize resistance in the Duma 
... ".It, however, appears that Russia's ben
efits from the enhanced security adjacent to 
her borders are being recognized. Serious at
tempts are being made to re-focus Russia's 
main goals for the 21st century to the eco
nomic development front, [see recommenda
tions prepared by the prestigious Foreign 
and Defense Policy Council which in its 1997 
report came out and said: "Russia should not 
busy itself with the blocking of enlargement 
but adjust itself within a short time to the 
new situation as effectively as possible." 
Further, "(if) Russia does not want to com
pletely withdraw from it (i.e. the Central Eu
ropean region) economically, it must adjust 
itself to the present economic and political 
conditions for the sake of its own interests.] 

Additionally, NATO and Russia has worked 
out a unique cooperative deal that did more 
for enhancing Russia's diplomatic position in 
Europe than she could have hoped for with
out the enlargement-issue being pursued. We 
also heard from an authentic and very reli
able source that the NA'rO Enlargement 
issue is on the low end of concerns of Russian 
citizen on a Moscow street. On the other 
hand, even the customarily reserved Ency
clopedia Britannica in "The role of NATO" 
brands those trying to do away with NATO 
as "neo-isolationists" . 

Finally, we also see this world as becoming 
more and more globalized. Minnesota firms 
are doing business in Europe, and increas
ingly in the Central European countries, as 
well. The University of Minnesota has sev
eral student exchange agreements with other 
countries including the Central European 
countries. We believe the enlargement of 
NATO and the attendant security will be but 
one step to insure increased cooperation, and 
better understanding of people in an atmos
phere of enhanced security and stability. 

These are only a sampling of reasons why 
this action should be supported. Indeed, 
President Clinton should be commended for 
seeking solutions in an atmosphere condu
cive to stability in Central Europe, and an
chor security in this area while there are 
problems in the Middle East. This creates a 
safer environment for all of us. 

Therefore, we urge you to pass a sup
porting resolution to this most important 
foreign policy consideration and express 
your support to the United States Senate. 
Thank you for allowing me to talk on this 
issue. 

STATEMENT OF PAULE'lYJ'E WILL IN FAVOR OF A 
RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS TO 
SUPPORT THE ADMISSION OF POLAND, HUN
GARY, AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC TO THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
(HF 2417) 
Ms. WILL: Chairman Jaros and Members of 

the Committee, My name is Paulette Will, I 
am President of the Minnesota Czechoslovak 
Center and a partner in Bohemian Traders, a 
Minnesota-based company importing leather 
bags from the Czech Republic. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express 
my support for the Czech Republic 's entry 
into NATO along with Hungary and Poland. 
The Czech Republic is, as you probably 
know, a very young country. On January 1, 
1993 Czechoslovakia, founded in 1918, ceased 
to exist and the Czech Republic and Slovakia 
became independent nations as a result of an 
agreement by their respective governments 
the previous year. Before World War II 
Czechoslovakia had a flourishing economy 
surpassed only by France and Switzerland. 
Since 1938 the history of the region includes 
occupation by the Nazis, loss of religious and 
personal freedoms in the 1968 Prague Spring 
Soviet crackdown, countless personal losses 
in terms of families being torn apart from 
Czechs seeking freedom from an oppressive 
regime and just this year both the Czech Re
public and Poland were struck by cata
strophic rains and floods. Today the Czech 
Republic has a population of 10.3 million peo
ple. The country is strategically located in 
the center of Europe and as such is in an 
ideal position for trade and investment. Geo
graphically, Prague is located to the west of 
Vienna, Austria. 

According to the last Federal census in 
1990 almost 100,000 people in Minnesota are of 
50% or more Czech descent (87,748 Czech and 
11,466 Czechoslovak) 238,039 are of Polish de
scent and 12,349 are of Hungarian descent. 
Minnesotans of Czech heritage are dispersed 
throughout the state with significant con
centrations in Lesuer (New Prague & Mont
gomery), Rice, Steele, McCleod, Jackson, 
Pine, Polk, Pope, Renville and St. Louis 
counties. Many German-Bohemians settled 
in Minnesota as well, mostly in the New Ulm 
area. 

Recently, the Czech Ambassador to the 
United States, Alexandr Vondra journeyed 
here in Minnesota. He said that NATO mem
bership would be the fulfillment of the " cen
tury's goal of the Czech state" . Here in the 
center of the United States, Minnesota's 
business community is significantly invested 
in the Czech Republic. NRG, a subsidiary of 
NSP is the 5th largest investor in the Czech 
Republic where they are building an electric 
power generating plant in Kladno. Other 
Minnesota corporations with substantial 
business interests in the Czech Republic in
clude: 3-M, the Carlson Companies, Ecolab, 
Honeywell, H.B. Fuller, Land O'Lakes, Mid
west Imports, Pillsbury, Radisson Hotels, 
Toro, Thermo-King and many smaller com
panies such as mine. In the past eight years 
all of Minnesota's major educational institu
tions have had Czech students studying here 
and returning to work in law firms , private 
industry and the media as many Americans 
have lived and settled in the Czech Republic. 

But something curious is happening in the 
United States. It's called isolationism. David 
Gergen said in a U.S. News and World Report 
article, October 27, 1997 "Americans from 
boardrooms to college classrooms are em
bracing the rest of the world as never before. 
Business people and students are heading 
overseas ... while our political leadership 
is staying at home. U.S. companies have in
creased their exports by 40%, many now 
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earning more than half of the revenue over
seas ... Not long ago, our public leaders 
personally knew the chancellor of Germany 
and the prime minister of Japan at least as 
well as the President did. In 1995, some 200 
members of the German Parliament came to 
Washington, not one member of Congress 
visited Bonn. The National Security Caucus 
Foundation in Washington reports that one 
third of today's Senate and House members 
do not even have passports. Some American 
political leaders are signaling that it is time 
to disengage from world affairs." This atti
tude has serious long term implications, not 
least for Americans peace, security and eco
nomic stability. For, like it or not, we are a 
major player on the world stage and we are 
inevitably called upon to defend freedom. No 
one wants to see Central Europe remain iso
lated between the East and West. Central 
Europe's security and economic interests are 
Europe, Canada, America and Minnesota's 
security and economic interests. NATO rati
fication is a simple vote to help guarantee 
civil and safe societies. 

A few days ago, on January 18, NATO 
peacekeeper troops surrounded key buildings 
in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina just 
hours after a deeply divided Parliament 
elected a moderate Prime Minister for the 
Bosnic Serb Republic. NATO peacekeepers 
also circled a ministry building in the east
ern town of Bijeljina. The Bosnia Serb con
flict has cost billions compared to the esti
mates for NATO expansion. The lesson to be 
learned is simple; pay now or pay later. 

So, here in Central United States, I trust 
that the Minnesota House and Senate will 
each enact resolutions joining other State 
Legislatures around our country urging the 
United States Senate to ratify the expansion 
of NATO to include the Czech Republic, Hun
gary and Poland. 

Mr. GRAMS. In conclusion, Mr. 
President, this Resolution of Ratifica
tion provides the Senate with a his
toric opportunity to shape the stra
tegic landscape of Europe. 

At the end of the Cold War, there was 
a lot of discussion about the "peace 
dividend"-the financial savings which 
would accrue from the end of the super
power rivalry between the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union. Well, the expansion of 
NATO reflects the true "peace divi
dend"-the extension of a zone of secu
rity to codify the gains of freedom and 
democracy for three more nations and 
ensure that they will never again be 
encroached. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
a national security interest in assuring 
the stability of Central Europe. I am 
convinced that the best way to do that 
is to enlarge NATO to include Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 

As Czech President Vaclav Havel, a 
man who I respect and admire, has 
warned, "If the West does not stabilize 
the East the East will destabilize the 
West." Mr. President, we have an obli
gation to our troops stationed in Eu
rope and to future generations of 
Americans to do everything in our 
power to make sure it is the West 
which stabilizes the East and war will 
never again be precipitated by a power 
vacuum in Central Europe. 

Mr. President, I will cast my vote in 
favor of expanding NATO to include 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub
lic, recognizing that this is one of the 
most important votes that I will take 
in the Senate. I urge my colleagues to 
do the same. I yield the floor. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator from 

Connecticut for allowing me about 20 
seconds. May I also say to the Senator 
from Minnesota, who has just spoken, 
and the Senator from Indiana that I 
subscribe to their remarks and appre
ciate the strength of their statements. 

Mr. President, the United States Sen
ate today has the rare opportunity to 
right a historical wrong. In the years 
immediately following World War II, 
Europe was forcibly divided. As the 
United States helped to rebuild the na
tions of Western Europe, the nations of 
Central and Eastern Europe were sub
jugated under the heavy hand of Soviet 
domination. To counter this Soviet ex
pansion into Europe, the United States 
and its Western European allies forged 
the most effective defense alliance in 
modern history, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. The military and 
political strength of this alliance made 
it the guarantor of an unprecedented 
period of peace in Western Europe and 
contributed significantly to the even
tual demise of the Soviet Union. 

Today, the nations of Central and 
Eastern Europe are free, and three of 
them-Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic-are seeking to take advan
tage of an opportunity denied them fol
lowing World War II, the opportunity 
to join NATO, an alliance described by 
Harvard Professor Samuel Huntington 
as "the security organization of West
ern civilization [whose] primary pur
pose [in the post-Cold War world] is to 
defend and preserve that civilization." 
It is my hope that the United States 
Senate will grant them this oppor
tunity-an opportunity that these na
tions deserve and have earned. 

In the years following the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, these three na
tions have demonstrated a commit
ment to the Western ideals embodied 
by the NATO alliance. Their dogged 
pursuit of democratic institutions, free 
market economies, and human freedom 
will serve to remind the existing mem
bers of NATO what it means to be a 
part of the Western world. Indeed, their 
dedication to these ideals is all the 
more zealous because they know first 
hand what it is like to suffer under a 
regime that denies its citizens basic 
human freedom. 

The enlargement of the NATO alli
ance to _include Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic serves America's 
national interests. The essence of the 
U.S. national interest in the world is 
promoting the security, well-being, and 
expansion of the community of nations 
that respect their citizens' democratic 
rights. Although this is a moral policy, 

it is not an entirely altruistic one. The 
freedom, prosperity, and security of 
Americans-our standard of living and 
our domestic civil. liberties-all are en
hanced and bolstered when this com
munity of free nations grows bigger 
and stronger, especially when it does so 
in Europe, where our closest allies and 
our most profound interests are con
centrated. 

The enlargement of NATO will also 
send a clear message to any power who 
may wish to interfere with the ongoing 
process of democratization in Europe: 
you will not succeed, so do not even 
try. 

I know that the enlargement of 
NATO will not be free. Clearly, addi
tional financial resources will be re
quired on the part of all NATO mem
bers- old and new alike. These new 
costs must be shared equitably by all 
allies. Although enlargement will ulti
mately require an increased financial 
commitment by the United States, I 
believe that the substantial dividends 
that will accrue to the U.S. from en
largement justify our strong support 
for this endeavor. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
admission of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic to NATO, so that, as 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
recently noted, "three nations who 
have long been our allies in spirit will 
become our allies in fact. " It is the 
right thing to do, and it serves our na
tional interest. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2310 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I call up an 
amendment which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) pro
poses an amendment numbered 2310. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In paragraph (1) of section 3, after " (l) THE 

S'rRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.~" insert the 
following: 

(A) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.-The Sen
ate understands that the initial adaptation 
of NATO's strategy for the post-Cold War en
vironment is contained in the Strategic Con
cept of NATO (as defined in (l)(E)), and that 
its core concepts remain relevant today as 
the North Atlantic Alliance approaches the 
21st century. The Senate understands that 
the policy of the United States toward the 
revised Strategic Concept shall reflect that 
fact and shall be based upon the following 
principles: 

(i) FIRST AND FOREMOST A MILITARY ALLI
ANCE.- NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. NATO's success in securing peace is 
predicated on its military strength and stra
tegic unity. 

(ii) PRINCIPAL FOUNDATION FOR DEFENSE OF 
SECURITY INTERESTS OF NATO MEMBERS.
NATO serves as the principal foundation for 
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collectively defending the security interests 
of its members against external threats. 

(iii) PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF UNITED 
STATES VITAL NATIONAL SECURITY INTER
ESTS.-Strong United States leadership of 
NATO promotes and protects United States 
vital national security interests. 

(iv) UNITED STATES LEADERSHIP ROLE.-The 
United States maintains its leadership role 
of NATO through the stationing of United 
States combat forces in Europe, providing 
military commanders for key NATO com
mands, and through the presence of United 
States nuclear forces on the territory of Eu
rope. 

(V) COMMON THREATS.-NATO members will 
face common threats to their security in the 
post-Cold War environment, including-

(!) the potential for the re-emergence of a 
hegamonic power confronting Europe; 

(II) rogue states and non-state actors pos
sessing nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons and the means to deliver these 
weapons by ballistic or cruise missiles, or 
other unconventional delivery means; 

(III) threats of a wider nature, including 
the disruption of the flow of vital resources, 
and other possible transnational threats; and 

(IV) conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious enmity, 
the revival of historic disputes or the actions 
of undemocratic leaders. 

(Vi) CORE MISSION OF NATO.-Defense plan
ning will reaffirm a commitment by NATO 
members to a credible capability for collec
tive self-defense, which remains the core 
mission of NATO. All NATO members will 
contribute to this core mission. 

(vii) CAPACITY TO RESPOND TO COMMON 
THREATS.-NATO's continued success re
quires a credible military capability to deter 
and respond to common threats. Building on 
its core capabilities for collective self-de
fense of its members, NATO will ensure that 
its military force structure, defense plan
ning, command structures, and force goals 
promote NATO's capacity to project power 
when the security of a NATO member is 
threatened, and provide a basis for ad hoc 
coalitions of willing partners among· NATO 
members. This will require that NATO mem
bers possess national military capabilities to 
rapidly deploy forces over long distances, 
sustain operations for extended periods of 
time, and operate jointly with the United 
States in high intensity conflicts. 

(viii) INTEGRATED MILITARY STRUCTURE.
The Integrated Military Structure of NATO 
underpins NATO's effectiveness as a military 
alliance by embedding NATO members in a 
process of cooperative defense planning and 
ensuring unity of command. 

(ix) NUCLEAR POSTURE.-Nuclear weapons 
will continue to make an essential contribu
tion to deterring aggression, especially ag
gression by potential adversaries armed with 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. A 
credible NATO nuclear deterrent posture re
quires the stationing of United States nu
clear forces in Europe, which provides an es
sential political and military link between 
Europe and North America, and the wide
spread participation of NATO members in 
nuclear roles. In addition, the NATO deter
rent posture will continue to ensure uncer
tainty in the mind of any potential aggressor 
about the nature of the response by NATO 
members to military aggression. 

(X) BURDENSHARING.-The responsibility 
and financial burden of defending the democ
racies of Europe will be more equitably 
shared in a manner in which specific obliga
tions and force goals are met by NATO mem
bers. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I, again, 
thank the Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise to support the 

resolution calling upon the Senate to 
advise and consent to the ratification 
of the Protocols of the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 on the Accession of Po
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 

This is an important debate, an im
portant week for this Chamber, for this 
country, for our alliance ·with our 
friends in Europe and, indeed, for glob
al security. I appreciate very much the 
quality of the debate and the thought
fulness of it as it has proceeded this 
afternoon. I must say that I am hon
ored to be part of this debate and 
grateful to my constituents in Con
necticut for giving me the chance to do 
so. 

It is a debate that looks backward 
and forward, and its significance goes 
in both directions. 

Looking backward in our history and 
in the history of Europe, it could well 
be said that the enlargement of NATO 
to now encompass these first three 
countries that lived under Soviet domi
nation is a ratification of the end of 
the cold war. It is a validation that we 
have learned the lessons of that war. 

Looking forward, it is, in my opinion, 
and respectfully, directly at odds with 
those who oppose expansion and spoke 
earlier this afternoon, it is the best 
step that we can take to protect and 
sustain the peace and freedom that 
now has broken out across the Euro
pean Continent. So I appreciate very 
much the opportunity to participate in 
this debate. 

Mr. President, there are three prin
ciples, three values, three ideas, three 
purposes that I want to speak about 
this afternoon in supporting NATO en
largement. They are freedom, collec
tive defense and the promotion of 
peace. Each of those three, I think, 
speaks powerfully on behalf of the need 
to enlarge NATO, on the wisdom of 
that move. 

I want to speak particularly about 
freedom, because that principle may be 
lost in the strategic discussions and in 
the practical and tactical concerns 
that people in the circle may have 
about the effect of NATO enlargement. 

Freedom is at the heart of what it 
means to be an American. Freedom is 
at the heart of the American experi
ence, and it is at the center of NATO 
and the NATO experience. The quest 
for freedom is what drove the founders 
of our country here, and they, in turn, 
were motivated by their faith, by their 
own quest for personal freedom and by 
the understanding their faith gave 
them that they expressed at the very 
outset of the Declaration of Independ
ence, that all of us are created equal 
and we are blessed with certain 
rights- life, liberty, and the pursuit of 

happiness-not by any assemblage of 
our fellow human beings, legislators, 
lawyers, philosophers, but we are en
dowed with those rights to freedom by 
our Creator. Freedom, the pulsating, 
motivating principle of the American 
experience, expressed in the declara
tion, fought for throughout our his
tory, fought for particularly in this 
century in two great and terrible wars 
in Europe. 

After the second of those, when an
other threat arose to freedom in Eu
rope from Soviet communism, the lead
ers of the Western European countries 
and the leader of the United States at 
that time, President Harry Truman, 
saw the need to come together in a 
military alliance, NATO, to protect 
what had been won, the freedom that 
had been won during the Second World 
War and to try to roll back the advance 
of tyranny and communism that had 
begun to occur in Europe under Soviet 
domination. 

That is what NATO is all about. Yes, 
I understand it is a military alliance, 
but it is a military alliance in defense 
of a principle, and that principle is 
freedom, individual human dignity and 
worth, as expressed in our Declaration, 
as I described a moment ago. 

Political freedom, religious freedom, 
the right to express oneself, the right 
to pursue one's own economic well
being without being dictated to by a 
central government-that is what 
NATO is about, a military alliance in 
defense of a principle. And that is what 
the cold war was about, not just a clash 
of blocs or power groupings; it was a 
great clash of ideas. _ 

Freedom against tyranny, the right 
of the individual against the right of 
the state to dictate to the individual; 
state-controlled economy against mar
ket economies. And freedom won, indi
vidual dignity won, market economies 
won. It is a remarkable story whose he
roes are numberless, the soldiers in 
NATO who stood guard over those dec
ades of the cold war, the proud and ef
fective leaders of the Western democ
racies, the people who understood what 
was at risk and stood side by side in de
fense of these principles. 

In 1989, the Berlin Wall fell. The So
viet Union began to collapse, and the 
countries that lived under its domina
tion, not just the people of Russia, 
among whom there are so many heroes 
who brought this about, but the people 
in the constituent countries of the 
former Soviet Union who had lived 
under tyranny, whose national identi
ties had been temporarily erased, at 
least from public expression, certainly 
not from within their own conscience, 
whose right to worship as they wished 
had been suppressed and stifled, whose 
drive to better themselves by working 
to build a better life for their family, 
to profit, to achieve success was under
mined, was crushed by the power of the 
bloated bureaucratic Communist state. 



6800 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 27, 1998 
Those people who were suddenly 

freed, freed by the collapse of the So
viet Union, understood what the cold 
war was about, understood it was about 
freedom and understood what NATO is 
about. That is why they have come to 
us to ask for inclusion. 

After all those years of living in ef
fective slavery, they have turned to us 
and said, "By the grace of God and 
good leadership and faith, now we have 
the opportunity to express our national 
will, our individual selves to be free, to 
prosper," and they have turned to 
NATO and not to the European Union, 
as some of my colleagues would urge 
them to do, because they understand 
what the past was about and what the 
future is going to be about. 

Yes, NATO is a military alliance, but 
it is a military alliance in defense of a 
principle, which is freedom, and free
dom and security precede commerce. 

Of course, inclusion in the European 
Union is important. But these coun
tries now knocking at the door of the 
family of freedom, asking to become 
members of our community of freedom, 
they understand the significance of 
NATO. 

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the Chair.) 
And for us , who for years during the 

cold war would speak out across the 
Iron Curtain that dropped in the mid
dle of Europe and say to the people in 
the suppressed countries- we used to 
call them the people of the captive na
tions; they were captives -"Rise up. 
Be strong. Have faith. A day will come 
when the Soviet Union will collapse or 
be defeated. You will have your oppor
tunity to be free and we will welcome 
you into the community of free na
tions.'' 

That is what they are ~sking. Will we 
now turn our backs on them and the 
principle, the idea, the value of free
dom that motivated us throughout the 
cold war and motivates them today? I 
hope not. I do not think so. I do not be
lieve we will. 

Mr. President, collective defense is 
the second reason why we ought to ex
pand the NATO alliance to embrace 
these three nations and keep the door 
open for others as they meet the tests, 
the standards. 

NATO, from the outset, was a mili
tary alliance to provide for the collec
tive defense, to protect member na
tions from attack from an outside 
enemy. It was started quite clearly as 
a defensive alliance against Soviet ag
gression. We had hundreds of thousands 
of troops in Europe ourselves to pro
tect our allies and ultimately ourselves 
from that danger. 

Now, times have changed. Fortu
nately, the threat of aggression from 
·the East is not there. Some say that an 
alliance, a military alliance can only 
last as long as the threat that engen
dered it. Now that that threat is gone, 
some say NATO really ultimately will 
dissipate. 

Well , would that it were so that there 
were not threats in the world that 
should tie the member nations and 
those who choose to be added to NATO 
together in common defense. My col
leagues have mentioned them. I will 
only repeat them very briefly. Today, 
the threats may be more from the 
so.uth of NATO than from the east, 
from weapons of mass destruction, 
from terrorism, from threats via bal
listic missiles. 

We may well-hopefully soon-work 
with our allies in NATO to form a re
gional missile defense to protect mem
ber nations from the threats posed by 
the high-tech war that we and our al
lies face. 

So I would say, unfortunately, 
though security is greater than it was 
on the European Continent during the 
cold war, there is still much to worry 
about. A strong NATO, working to
gether, surely can provide a better de
fense against those common enemies 
than nations alone. 

In fact, Mr. President, though the 
NATO treaty, as originally stated-ar
ticle V-talked about each member 
being obliged to defend and protect 
member states who might be attacked, 
it talked about focus on conflict within 
the area that is NATO. Clearly in our 
times some of those threats may come 
from outside-threats to security of 
the member nations. 

It was not so many years ago-it was 
1990 and 1991-when Saddam Hussein 
drove his Iraqi Army into Kuwait, 
threatening not just the independence 
of that small country, but the energy 
supply on which not only we but our 
European allies and others depend. The 
gulf war, Operation Desert Storm, was 
not explicitly a NATO action, but it 
was surely NATO in the experience 
that we had together within NATO. 
That was not only the place on which 
the defense and counteroffensive 
against Saddam could be fashioned and 
formed, but it was where over those 
many decades we had learned to work 
so well together. 

So, in fact, I view the enlargement of 
NATO in our time, the post-cold war 
time, as the best step that the United 
States can take to bring others to 
share our burden of world leadership. 
We say repeatedly we are not going to 
be the policemen of the world, but the 
fact is that we are the world's only re
maining global superpower, and respon
sibility and interests come with that. 

Our alliance in NATO is a place in 
which we can find allies to share the 
burden when a threat affects the secu
rity of the United States and other 
member nations of the NATO alliance 
and organization. The three nations 
that seek accession to NATO, Hungary, 
Poland and the Czech Republic, have 
already helped us in Bosnia and else
where. Some helped during the gulf 
war. They add 200,000 troops to the 

· NATO forces on the European Con-

tinent, providing hope that less will be 
asked of the United States, or at least 
we will only be asked in a more propor
tionate way when these three nations 
and perhaps others in the future are 
added. 

The third reason why I support this 
resolution so strongly, Mr. President, 
is the promotion of peace. That is to 
remember that NATO from the outset 
was never just a defensive alliance. It 
was always an organization which was 
aimed at promoting peace among its 
members, not just to bring its members 
together in alliance to protect them 
against outside threats. But acknowl
edging the war-torn history of Europe, 
feeling still the pain, the sting, the 
horror of the two World Wars that pre
ceded it, NATO was formed to create 
an organization in which common in
terests could be stressed, yes, through 
military alliance, but through the 
sharing of opportunities and chal
lenges. It has worked magnificently in 
that regard, and it will work even bet
ter in this post-cold war period to bring 
nations formerly under Soviet domina
tion in Central and Eastern Europe 
within that zone of peace , within that 
community of which peace will be pro
moted and conflict will be avoided. 
That is the record of the now almost 
five decades of NA TO in terms of the 
amity, the civility, the cordiality of 
the relations among previous enemies, 
now members, of NATO, and it will 
continue to play that role as we expand 
NATO to other countries on the Euro
pean Continent. The fact is that it has 
already begun to happen in anticipa
tion of this effort to accede to NATO 
membership of the three we are focused 
on today. And other nations hoping for 
NATO membership have begun to re
solve long-standing conflicts. 

The conflict between the Hungarians 
and the Romanians comes to mind. 
That is the drive- the momentum will 
be on the side of conflict resolution 
among the member states of NATO and 
those who choose to become members 
in promoting peace on the European 
continent and again learning the les
sons of the war-torn history of Europe. 

Mr. President, a final word about 
Russia. It is from within Russia that 
the Soviet Union and communism that 
I have spoken of and the denial of free
dom began. It is from within Russia 
under the historic progressive leader~ 
ship of Mikhail Gorbachev and from 
within the hearty and heroic band who 
resisted tyranny even as it began to 
rear its head again after the collapse of 
the Berlin Wall. It is from within Rus
sia that this historic change began. 

It began, as I said earlier, and oc
curred because of the steadfastness, the 
sense of purpose, the heroism of people 
in the NATO alliance and Western Eu
rope and the United States, and it 
began after a long period of suffering 
by those who lived within Russia and 
within the member states of the former 
Soviet Union under Soviet domination. 
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It has to be a central tenet of pri

ority of our foreign and defense policy 
to develop good relations with Russia. 
We have worked mightily at that. But 
I must say, as I hear some of those who 
oppose expansion, enlargement of 
NATO, who are prepared to blame en
largement of NATO on anything that 
goes wrong in Russia, I simply cannot 
accept that prediction. Those who fore
see the most dire consequences of 
NATO enlargement, including, as some 
have suggested here, the heightened 
possibility of nuclear war- I simply do 
not see it. These arguments in some 
ways seem more psychoanalytical than 
geopolitical, more psychological than 
strategic. 

Yes, I know that Russia has strug
gled and has much work to do. I simply 
echo and embrace by association the 
comments of the Senator from Indiana, 
Mr. LUGAR, on this course. The fact is 
that Russia has come some distance in 
spite of the challenges it has faced. It 
has sustained a democratically elected 
government. It has fought off attempts 
to create denials of freedom within the 
country. If there is a threat to the con
tinued movement forward of freedom 
within Russia, if there is a threat that 
will somehow raise the possibility of 
nuclear conflict with Russia, it is not 
the enlargement of NATO. 

I must say, as I speak to members of 
the Russian Government and private 
citizens, including businesspeople and 
think-tank people, I know there are 
some in the political community who 
are opposed to the enlargement of 
NATO, but honestly I do not find it to 
be the priority of concern that some on 
this floor have suggested. 

The fact is, as the Senator from Min
nesota, Mr. GRAMS, said, every poll I 
have seen taken in Russia shows that 
the people list NATO enlargement far 
down in their itemization of concerns 
they have about Western behavior. 
Think about how we and our people 
would feel if we were in Russia. What 
would be more important to us-that 
NATO is about to accept Hungary, Po
land, and the Czech Republic into this 
alliance or that I am not getting my 
paycheck for working at the shipyard, 
or I am not getting my pensioners' 
check as a retired person, or my chil
dren 's education is not as good as it 
used to be? Those are the things that 
the Russians are focused on. Those are 
the threats to stability if it exists 
within the Soviet Union. Those con
stitute the ground in which a more ag
gressive and warlike leadership 
might-I hope never will- but might 
arise again in Russia, not NATO en
largement. 

It simply, respectfully, does not 
make sense to me that that is the case. 
I have said before we have worked hard 
at building good relations with Russia. 
The Founding Act creates an institu
tionalized relationship between Russia 
and NATO that some feel actually goes 

too far. I think it is appropriately bal
anced. 

The relationship between President 
Clinton, President Yeltsin, Vice Presi
dent GORE, former Prime Minister 
Chernomyrdin, and presumably the 
new Prime Minister Kiriyenko , is very 
strong. If we have had a shortcoming in 
our policy, in our post-cold war reac
tion to Russia that may have squan
dered an opportunity, which is a phrase 
that one of those who opposed NATO 
enlargement spoke about earlier, it is 
not to enlarge NATO, it is that we did 
not rush in early enough and broadly 
enough to help the Russians build their 
economy in the period after the Berlin 
Wall fell. 

There were some great voices at that 
time-late President Nixon, most 
prominently at that point, speaking to 
the historic opportunity we had. The 
truth is what we delivered was timid, 
was weak, was insufficient. If we 
squandered an opportunity, it was at 
that moment when, as some said, we 
might well in our own self-interest 
have adopted the equivalent of a Mar
shall Plan for Russia, encouraging and 
creating incentives for American busi
nesses to go over and invest there and 
create opportunity. Not enough of that 
has happened. Very little of that has 
happened. It is in that neglect that we 
planted the seeds that might-again we 
hope and pray never will-grow into a 
less democratic, more aggressive Rus
sian, but not NATO, enlargement. 

Let us come back to this. So much of 
the opposition to this enlargement is 
based on the effect it will have on Rus
sia. That is what I said earlier, and I 
say respectfully, this becomes an argu
ment more in psychoanalysis than in 
geopolitics or reality. NATO is a defen
sive alliance. NATO has no hostile in
tent on Russia. Does Russia fear mili
tary aggression from Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, and Poland? Of course 
not. So why do we yield to what we see 
or fear may be the opposition within 
Russia to the enlargement of NATO? 
When we do that, when we yield, we do 
something far more damaging. That is, 
we forget the principle I spoke about at 
the beginning, which is freedom. We 
forget what Winston Churchill said 
about that Iron Curtain falling in the 
middle of Europe. We forget what 
Harry Truman spoke to us when he 
joined in the creation of NATO, as he 
watched the Soviet threat in Europe 
against freedom. We forget what Presi
dent Kennedy did at the Berlin Wall in 
the confrontation of Berlin in the 1960s. 
We forget what President Reagan said 
about the evil empire. Why was it evil? 
Because it denied its people freedom. 
And we forget we fought that cold war 
over an arbitrary, dictatorial , unnatu
ral division in Europe which denied the 
principle of freedom, the line Stalin 
forced in Europe. 

So will we now, because of our fear
strange for a victor, the world's global 

superpower, to have such fear- will we 
now redraw that line by shutting peo
ple in Central and Eastern Europe out 
of the community of free nations? I 
don't believe we will. I am confident 
that more than the necessary number 
of our colleagues here in the Senate 
will see the historic opportunity we 
have to validate the end of the cold 
war, to uphold the principle on which 
it was at fault , and to create the condi
tions for peace and security in Europe 
among the member nations of NATO as 
those members expand and together be
tween them, in a free, secure, and 
strong Russia. 

Mr. President, I close with words of 
one of the heroes of the century and 
certainly the heroes of the post-cold
war period, Vaclav Havel, who wrote 
almost a year ago in the New York 
Times, May 13, 1997: 

The [NATO] alliance should urgently re
mind itself that it is first and foremost an 
instrument of democracy, intended to defend 
mutually held and created political and spir
itual values. It must see itself not as a pact 
of nations against a more or less obvious 
enemy, but as a guarantor of Euro-American 
civilization and, thus, as a pillar of global se
curity. 

That is what this debate is about. I 
look forward to the dialog as it con
tinues this week. It is a critically im
portant debate, and I hope that we will 
join it directly and not hesitate to 
speak forcefully but, of course , respect
fully to one another. That much is at 
stake here. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to rise 
and discuss some of the ramifications 
of the proposed expansion of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. A num
ber of issues have received attention, 
and it is appropriate that we focus on 
those issues and give them very, very 
close scrutiny. The cost of enlarge
ment, for instance, deserves our atten
tion; the political and strategic bene
fits or deficits that of new NATO mem
bers deserves our attention; and fi
nally, the effect of NATO expansion on 
the relationship of the United States 
with the Soviet Union deserve the Sen
ate 's full attention. 

But while all these issues are impor
tant, I think in some respects they di
vert inquiry into a fundamental issue 
regarding NATO's future, and that is, 
" What is the purpose of the organiza
tion?" Is the purpose of the organiza
tion being altered inappropriately? Is 
it being transitioned away from that 
for which it was initially called into 
existence? 

The expansion of NATO and the ques
tion about whether it should or should 
not be expanded is significant. But de
fining the purpose of the organization 
is even more significant. 
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I just might, in an aside here, men

tion that I am not sure we can redefine 
NATO. One of the most serious ques
tions I raise is, Is it possible for NATO 
to be redefined without the redefinition 
being subject to the advice and consent 
of the U.S. Senate? If a treaty, once it 
is enacted and ratified by the United 
States, could then be changed without 
the U.S. Senate again offering its ad
vice and consent, we would never need 
but to enter into one or two treaties, 
and then, subsequently, administra
tions could transfer, transition, en
large, subtract, or shrink the treaty in 
accordance with the particular foreign 
policy strategy of the moment. A trea
ty's purpose might be distorted from 
defense to trade, or otherwise changed, 
if it is possible to chang·e a treaty with
out being subject again to the Senate's 
advice and consent. 

Now, we obviously find ourselves, 
with the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation, looking at a treaty designed to 
protect the member states from a hos
tile foreign invasion. The Soviet Union 
no longer exists. There are nations 
that were a part of the Soviet Union 
that now exist, but we find ourselves 
with a significantly different configu
ration of forces and challenges to the 
United States. Challenges to the mem
ber states of NATO are different than 
they were when the treaty was called 
into existence in 1949. 

So I think it is important now for the 
U.S. Senate-which is, if you will, the 
quality control organization as it re
lates to U.S. treaties-to ensure that 
U.S. treaty commitments are not ex
panded inappropriately and the Amer
ican people are not subjected to obliga
tions that have not been approved 
through the proper constitutional proc
esses. The t.T.S. Senate has a role of as
sessing the quality of treaties as they 
proceed through the Senate before the 
Senate's imprimatur of approval is 
given. 

Here we stand at this moment in 
time debating perhaps the most suc
cessful collective defense organization 
in the history of the world, the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. NATO 
still stands, although the specific 
threat for which it was created has dis
appeared for the time being. We have 
to ask ourselves at this juncture, 
"What is the purpose of the treaty?" 
Would some try to change the purpose 
of the treaty? Is it appropriate or pos
sible to change the treaty, without 
amending the treaty, just by beginning 
to lean everyone in one direction, to 
turn the treaty to one side or another, · 
or begin to assert that there are new 
things to be considered because the 
treaty is evolving? 

I have to say to you, Mr. President, I 
don't believe in treaty evolution any
more than I believe in the evolution of 
the Constitution. If you could just 
evolve treaties, as I said, U.S. treaty 
commitments would seldom have to be 

brought before the Senate. In this case, 
NA TO would be evolving and going on 
its way, entangling this country with 
potentially serious obligations which 
place in jeopardy the lives and fortunes 
of those who serve in our armed forces 
and those who support the military. I 
think we have to be very careful that 
we don't allow treaties to simply 
evolve. 

It is interesting to me that as we 
work to address where NATO is and the 
purpose of the organization, that we be 
clear about what it is supposed to do. 
What is interesting to me is that there 
is a group of individuals who now say 
that NATO is totally different than the 
organization created in 1949. 

I want to call attention to this idea 
that NATO, which was once designed to 
protect individuals in the North Atlan
tic area, is now, according to a number 
of people, becoming an organization 
with a global scope. Expanding the 
scope of NATO has serious ramifica
tions: if the responsibility of NATO is 
no longer confined to specific territory, 
but now is global in nature, the kinds 
of required military devices, the kinds 
of technology, the kinds of coopera
tion, and the expenses are going to be 
massively different. 

Here is what the immediate past U.S. 
Secretary of Defense, William Perry, 
said in testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee on the 19th 
day of March of this year: 

The original mission of NATO-deterring 
an attack from the Soviet Union-is obvi
ously no longer relevant. 

Well, I would say the Soviet Union 
might be reconstituted, or there cer
tainly might be a threat, but we will 
give him that much. 

The original geographical area of 
NATO responsibility is no longer "suf
ficient", Mr. Perry continues. 

Sufficient for what? It is sufficient 
for the people who live in that area. 
NA TO helps secure the homes and live
lihoods of people in the North Atlantic 
area. 

Mr. Perry states, The original mili
tary structure of NATO is no longer ap
propriate. 

We are going from a military alliance 
to something else. 

He says: 
The new missions-
! am taken aback. "New missions"? 

How can a treaty organization ratified 
by the U.S. Senate, in place for 50 
years, all of a sudden have new mis
sions, new purposes? 

Mr. Perry continues, "The new mis
sions of NATO should be preventive de
fense- creating the conditions for 
peace in Europe." 

Mr. Perry refers to Europe-not 
NATO member nations. There are a 
number of nonmember nations in the 
European area. All of a sudden, we are 
expanding beyond the concept of a 
group of individual countries who have 
agreed to def end themselves to the pro-

jection of a peace guarantee on an en
tire continent. 

Mr. Perry continues, "The geo
graphical area of NATO interests 
should be anywhere in the world * * *" 

Mr. President, that is a substantial 
change. That is a significant departure. 
This is not the traditional under
standing of NATO. This is not in the 
language of the original treaty. This is 
an effort to make NA TO a worldwide 
organization. "* * * anywhere in the 
world where aggression can threaten 
the security of NATO members." 

I wish to emphasize that we need to 
be very careful about anybody who 
threatens the security of NATO mem
bers. But what does this administra
tion mean when it makes statements 
endorsing a global NATO? We don't 
have to rely on the former U.S. Sec
retary of Defense for guidance on that 
question. We can go to the current Sec
retary of State. According to the Wash
ington Post, Secretary Albright "also 
has urged that an expanding national 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
must extend its geographic reach be
yond the European continent and 
evolve into a 'force for peace from the 
Middle East to Central Africa.' " 

I think it is only fair that we go be
yond focusing on three new members in 
Eastern Europe. If a new mission is 
really what we are talking about, if 
this is what the intention is, the 
change here is far more than adding 
three new countries. The trans
formation is a shift from the defense of 
territory-specified and outlined with 
clear boundaries-to an organization 
whose impact will be worldwide. Ac
cording to the Secretary of State 
NA TO should be a " * * * force for 
peace from the Middle East to central 
Africa.'' 

If what the Senate is really consid
ering here is the transformation of 
NATO's mission, then I think it re
quires us to ask, "Is this what was in
tended when this NATO agreement 
came into existence? Was it designed 
to have this kind of elasticity? Was it 
designed to evolve, as an ame ba does, 
changing shape with different cir
cumstances to fill any void? Not ac
cording to the folks who presided in 
the U.S. Senate in 1949 when this great 
treaty organization was ratified. 

Listen to the words of Senator Tom 
Connally, chairman of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee at the time: 
"Let us not forget that this treaty is 
limited in scope. Its main purpose is to 
maintain the peace and security of the 
North Atlantic area. We do not propose 
to stretch its terms to cover the entire 
globe." 

It is interesting to consider these 
comments by Senators from the past. 
"We do not propose to stretch its terms 
to cover the entire globe", stated Sen
ator Connally. His statement offers a 
striking contrast to the language of a 
globalist NATO offered by officials 
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from this administration. This admin
istrat ion is now supporting the expan
sion of NATO to three new members, 
but is also presiding over an incredibly 
significant transition in the scope and 
shape of the organization itself. 

In NATO, the United States was 
making a calibrated commitment. We 
joined NATO and considered the pos
sible deployment of U.S. fore.es with 
the utmost caution. In 1949, our Con
gress was not about to deploy U.S. 
forces willy-nilly around the world. 
The collective defense mission of 
NA TO was defined explicitly in article 
V, and I quote: "The parties agree that 
an armed attack against one or more of 
them"-of the parties, of the member 
nations-" in Europe or North America, 
shall be considered an attack against 
them all * * *" 

Collective defense was meant to re
spond to an attack on the United 
States or another NATO ally. This was 
an attack on the member nations in 
Europe within their borders. The allies 
would then take such action, according 
to article V, as each " deems nec
essary'' to restore the peace for those 
member nations. 

The geographic scope of the article V 
commitment was defined explicitly in 
article VI to make sure there was not 
any confusion. In article VI, we made 
it clear. It said the United States 
would defend the territory- territory 
of NATO members-not the interests, 
not the commercial transactions, but 
the territory of the NATO members. 

The geographical scope of Article 6 
included the Mediterranean Sea and 
the North Atlantic area north of the 
Tropic of Cancer. 

Article V says if you are attacked, 
you are to respond to the attack. Arti
cle VI has the sort of precision of a real 
estate transaction, specifically stating 
where the territory was and how it was 
to be def ended. 

Article IV of the treaty is seen by 
some now as an escape hatch for expan
sion of NATO's mission. Article IV of 
the treaty states: "The parties will 
consult together whenever in the opin
ion of any of them the territorial in
tegrity, political independence, or se
curity of any of the parties is threat
ened." Terms like " territorial integ
rity" and " political independence" and 
"security" flow from and reinforce 
NATO's collective defense mission. 

As I will argue in more detail , under
girding NATO's collective defense mis
sion was the purpose of article IV. Ar
ticle IV was not a loophole for any 
military operation the North Atlantic 
Council could dream up. 

One of the things I think the Senate 
should consider carefully is the expan
sion of NATO, not just by membership 
but by mission-from the defense of 
territory to the defense of interests, 
which is the direction in which things 
are pointed. If we go from defending 
territory to defending interests and fol-

lowing those interests, as Secretary 
Perry indicated and Secretary Albright 
has indicated, to remote locations on 
the g'lobe, that threatens some of the 
very essential purposes of NATO. If you 
squander defense resources or if your 
forces are so thinly deployed, it can be 
very damaging and undermining to the 
capacity to respond to a real security 
threat. 
It would be terrible to think that we 

would have our forces so far-flung that 
we could not respond to a real security 
threat. I have to say this: Right now 
the administration is so willing to de
ploy U.S. troops and so unwilling to 
provide resources for the military that 
we are stretching our resources very 
thin. If we want to put ourselves in 
real jeopardy by stretching them thin
ner, we should change the mission of 
NATO so that we become an inter
national policing organization effec
tively answering 911 calls anywhere 
around the world. Secretary Perry says 
anywhere around the globe. Secretary 
Albright says in the Middle East and 
throughout central Africa. 

The United States is extending de
fense commitments to these three new 
potential NATO countries while slash
ing its defense resources-a 27-percent 
cut in defense spending over the last 8 
years. We need to be very careful. If 
your defense spending is falling and 
your defense deployments are rising, 
you have very low resources to meet 
high commitments, placing yourself in 
serious jeopardy. 

Most Americans have agreed we have 
to have an ability to fight at least in 
two regions. If we cannot fight in two 
regions, and if we get into any kind of 
a struggle somewhere, it is an invita
tion for an aggressor somewhere else to 
start something. I mean, after all , if we 
were involved in the Middle East and 
we only had a capacity to def end one 
area, that would be the only area we 
could defend. It would invite rogue re
gimes, dictators, to be involved some
where else pretty quickly. North Korea 
might decide to send its people over 
the border en masse . So the United 
States has to sustain the capacity to 
fight in two regions. 

John Hillen writes in the National 
Review that we are losing that kind of 
capacity. 

In 1998, almost all the active Army's 
heavy-tank and armored-cavalry units out
side of Kor ea and Bosnia would have to go to 
the Persian Gulf in order to equal the fight
ing power of America's VII Corps in 1991. And 
the VII Corps was only one of three Amer
ican corps engaged in Desert Storm. In other 
words, it would take all the fighting mate
riel we have to make up one of the three 
corps that were fighting in Desert Storm. 
Given the fact that we have the commit
ments we have in both Korea and Bosnia, we 
have to be careful we don ' t hollow out the 
force. And expanding the mission, broad
ening the range of deployments, expanding 
NATO from the defense of territory to the 
defense of interests could further hollow out 
our armed forces. 

Here 's how NATO expansion will in
crease U.S. security commitments. 

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
comprise 301,000 square miles of new NATO 
territory and 2,612 miles of new NATO fron
tier to which the collective defense commit
ment is extended. 

Total national defense spending fell by 27 
percent over the last 8 years. 

If we are going to be a part of defend
ing this new territory, I wonder about 
whether we can do it with a plum
meting rate of investment in national 
defense. 

Outside normal training and alliance com
mitments, the Army conducted 10 " oper
ational events" between 1960-91, and 26 since 
1991. 

There you have it. We are sending 
our troops all over the world, and you 
wonder if we can do that without 
hollowing out the force when we have a 
27 percent drop in our funding. 

The Marine Corps conducted 15 " contin
gency operations" between '82 and '89, and 62 
since the fall of the Berlin Wall. 

We are sending our people all over 
the place and we are not funding them 
the way we really should. 

According to the Army Chief of Staff Den
nis Reimer, the Army reduced manpower by 
36 percent while increasing the number of de
ployed operations by 300 percent. 

Can you forever shrink your resource 
base and increase your deployment? 

President Reagan's Deputy Undersec
retary of Defense states: 

Like Gulllver's enfeeblement by the 
Lilliputians, [the U.S.] will be tied down in 
so many parts of the world for so long that 
it will be hard-pressed to respond to the 
major threats against which only over
whelming force would prove effective. 

I think the point I want to make here 
is we have to be very careful in expand
ing the mission, changing the mission 
of NATO from a defense-of-territory to 
a defense-of-interest mission, pro
jecting deployments in central Africa 
and a wide variety of other places , as 
Secretary Perry indicated, around the 
globe. Are we making sure we have the 
necessary defense resources in the 
event there is a real security chal
lenge? If we are stamping out 
brushfires on the other side of the 
world, can we defend ourselves against 
a firefight in our own backyard? 

These are the kinds of things that I 
think are important. I don 't think this 
administration has made very serious 
strategic assessments about NATO ex
pansion. " We must pledge that the first 
new members will not be the last, " ac
cording to Secretary Albright, " and 
that no European democracy will be 
excluded because of where it sits on the 
map. " In other words, come one, come 
all. We are not going to make strategic 
judgments. In the real world, real sol
diers die defending real borders. 

I intend to ask the Senate to make a 
clear statement on the mission of 
NATO, a mission that is a defense of 
territory, not just a defense of inter
ests. I know that Senator ROBERTS of 
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Kansas and Senator WARNER of Vir
ginia have expressed their interest in 
this respect. We need to pass an amend
ment that will make sure that the Sen
ate will not be endorsing what I call 
"treaty creep," where we just allow a 
creeping mission to get us to the place 
where we are no longer able to sustain 
those things which ought to be sus
tained. 

It is with that in mind that I will be 
offering an amendment which would be 
added to the resolution of ratification. 
I hope that Members of the Senate will 
take into account the importance of 
understanding that we cannot dilute 
the capacity of the United States to de
fend its own freedom and to fulfill its 
collective defense commitment in 
NATO by making the breadth of this 
treaty so broad that it becomes a sec
ond United Nations, except this time 
with a standing army. NATO should 
not become an organization whose 
forces can be deployed and put at risk 
inappropriately and unduly in a wide 
variety of settings not defined by the 
territory of the members of the North 
Atlantic area. 

It is with that ·in mind that I look 
forward to submitting the amendment 
and def ending the opportunity to place 
in the resolution of ratification clear 
language which will define and reassert 
the only valid definition of NATO, its 
original purpose, which was the defense 
of territory, political independence, 
and security of member states in that 
particular organization. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the 
matter of NATO expansion is perhaps 
the single most important foreign pol
icy or defense issue to come before 
Congress this year. Because of the com
plexity of the issues involved, the im
portance of this decision, and its impli
cations for our relationship with Rus
sia, I have not rushed to judgment on 
this subject. Today, however, I would 
like to explain why after careful con
sideration, I have decided to support 
NATO expansion. 

The past half-century has shown the 
cardinal importance of American en
gagement in European affairs. 
Throughout the Cold War, our involve
ment in Europe, principally through 
NATO, helped provide a crucial frame
work of peace and stability in which 
the countries of Europe have been able 
to develop-giving them breathing 
room in which to leave behind wartime 
devastation and gTow into prosperous 
trading partners and allies. Today, of 
course, the Cold War has ended. The 
importance of U.S. involvement in Eu
rope, however, has not. 

With the end of the continent's arti
ficial division along the inter-German 
frontier into. hostile ideological blocks, 
the meaning of ''Europe'' has changed 

and its role in the world has evolved. If 
they are to have relevance in this new 
post-Cold War era, institutions built 
around Europe's previous divisions 
must also evolve, or else face creeping 
irrelevance. NATO may not be impor
tant to the world in precisely the way 
it used to be- as a breakwater against 
Soviet expansionism-but the coopera
tive security arrangements it embodies 
remain vital to European stability and 
to world peace. 

Mr. President, NATO stands without 
peer in modern times as an institution 
capable of effective, coordinated inter
national action in times of crisis. More 
important still, however, is the Alli
ance's much more quiet, everyday role 
as the ultimate underwriter of Euro
pean peace, providing a supportive 
framework within which allied democ
racies can successfully consolidate 
themselves after difficult periods of 
transition and become valuable friends 
and partners in the best sense of these 
words. NATO expansion to incorporate 
the newly-liberated countries of Po
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
will help ensure that the Alliance re
mains an important guarantor of conti
nental peace and stability in the years 
to come-and that America continues 
to play an engaged and productive role 
in European security. 

I do not mean to suggest that NATO 
expansion has no costs, or that I am 
entirely sanguine about its potential 
implications. 

I have been extremely concerned 
both about the anticipated financial 
costs of NATO expansion and about its 
potential impact upon U.S.-Russian re
lations. 

With regard to the costs of NA TO to 
the American taxpayer, I have dis
cussed my concerns with both Sec
retary of Defense Bill Cohen and Sec
retary of State Madeleine Albright. In 
particular, I have been very concerned 
about the great variation in cost esti
mates given during the last year or so, 
estimates that have ranged from a 
total of $35 billion, or even more, over 
the next 10 years to a total cost of a 
relatively small $1.5 billion, with the 
United States share of that $1.5 billion 
being approximately $400 million. 

As both Secretary Cohen and Sec
retary Albright have pointed out to 
me, the highest estimates anticipated 
expanding NATO to four countries, 
rather than three, and were not based 
on information now available about the 
condition of Eastern Europe's military 
infrastructure. I am thus greatly en
couraged by NATO's most up-to-date 
financial estimates which were based 
upon an ·intensive country-by-country 
survey of the Polish, Czech and Hun
garian defense establishments. 

This latest study, the methodology of 
which has been endorsed by the Gen
eral Accounting Office as well as by the 
Department of Defense, indicates that 
the likely costs of NATO expansion are 

much lower than had been previously 
estimated. 

Mr. President, this study does not 
pull the wool over anyone 's eyes. The 
shrinkage of the official cost estimates 
since early 1997, in fact, represents 
movement along a learning curve, and 
the pleasant surprise of discovering, 
after much analysis, that Eastern Eu
ropean militaries are in much better 
shape than previously thought is large
ly responsible for much of the change 
in the estimate. 

There will certainly be costs to mili
tary modernization in Poland, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic, but most of 
these expenses will be borne by the new 
member countries themselves. Of the 
remainder, we will share the burden 
with our present NATO allies through 
our proportional contributions to the 
NATO common fund. All told, these ex
penses will not be significant compared 
to the benefits we will all reap from en
suring NATO's continuing role in se
curing European peace and security 
and stability. 

With respect to U.S.-Russian rela
tions, I have also been encouraged by 
the progress of our extensive Partner
ship for Peace Program with Moscow 
and of our mutual efforts to ensure 
that Russia's decaying strategic nu
clear infrastructure remains secure 
against terrorism, theft and accident. 
Today, Russian and NATO diplomats 
sit together to discuss mutual concerns 
on a permanent joint council convened 
for this purpose. U.S. nuclear experts 
work very closely with Russian au
thorities in protecting the security of 
Russia's nuclear establishment. 

Significantly, these crucial coopera
tive efforts with Russia have continued 
and even accelerated as NATO expan
sion has become more imminent. Most 
recently, the Russian Government an
nounced in mid-April that it will push · 
very hard to persuade the Duma to rat
ify START II strategic arms reduction 
agreement with the United States. 
These are not the hallmarks of a gov
ernment preparing for a "new cold 
war'' if Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic join our alliance. To the con
trary, U.S.-Russian relations have been 
growing warmer, even as NATO has 
been preparing to expand. 

I look forward, in fact, to seeing 
Eastern Europe develop a whole new 
continuum of productive relationships 
with the United States and the West, 
links that range from formal NA TO 
military ties to expanded Partnership 
for Peace relations, to ever more im
portant economic and cultural ties. 

The Europe of the 21st century will 
not be one of haves and have-nots when 
it comes to transnational ties. Rather, 
it will be a Europe bound together in a 
mutually reinforcing web of different 
but complementary relationships 
stretching across the entire spectrum 
of public affairs. This is a Europe to 
which we should look forward with 



April 27, 1998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6805 
eager anticipation, and it is one in the 
creation of which NATO expansion to 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub
lic can play an important role. 

It is for these reasons, Mr. President, 
that after careful consideration and 
much deliberation I shall cast my vote 
in favor of NATO expansion. Thank 
you, Mr. President. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HAGEL). The Senator from New Mexico. 
P RIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Bill Monahan, 
a fellow in my office, be allowed the 
privilege of the floor during the consid
eration of this NATO enlargement res
olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to express serious concerns about this 
proposal to enlarge NATO. The ques
tion of whether we admit Poland, Hun
gary and the Czech Republic to NATO 
needs to be judged in the overall con
text of our security needs in this post
cold war period. Today's security envi
ronment is uncertain and vastly dif
ferent from the climate of the cold war 
for which the NATO alliance was cre
ated. New threats dominate our na
tional security agenda. The new 
threats are well known to all of us. 
They are the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction, terrorism and re
gional instability created by rogue 
states in the Middle East or northeast 
Asia, the specter of accidental nuclear 
launch and other high priority military 
threats. Those are the immediate secu
rity concerns which we have. 

Yet, when I look at the national se
curity threats that we have, it does not 
strike me that enlarging NATO is like
ly to help us meet those threats. An 
important distinction was made by Dr. 
Kissinger, a former Secretary of State 
and National Security Adviser, be
tween the role of a military alliance 
and a collective security system. Dr. 
Kissinger- who , by the way, is a sup
porter of NATO enlargement-stressed 
that NATO is a military alliance which 
is established for the purpose of defend
ing a specified area. In contrast, a col
lective security system or agreement is 
formed in response to aggression on a 
case-by-case basis. It does not main
tain forces of its own and it is not re
stricted to defending a particular geo
graphical area. 

We need to ask ourselves which of 
these two types of organizations en
hances our security more: Expanding a 
military alliance that was formed to 
defend the territory of its members 
against a Soviet threat that no longer 
exists-that is one option which is the 
one before us, unfortunately-or, on 
the contrary, pursuing collective secu
rity arrangements designed to meet to
day's threats. 

I am concerned that this near-sighted 
emphasis on NATO enlargement may 

increase rather than decrease our 
threat to security interest in Europe. 
At best, NATO enlargement is a dis
traction in that it diverts our atten
tion from other higher priority con
cerns and alternative solutions, and, at 
worst, it could undermine our ability 
to address these more immediate pri
ority military threats and perhaps re
duce the cohesiveness of the NATO alli
ance upon which we have depended. 

Which one it results in will largely 
depend on how we address the long
term risks of NATO enlargement, how 
this open-ended process becomes lim
ited, and what its impact is upon the 
cooperative efforts between the U.S. 
and Russia to enhance our security 
mutually, the security of the U.S. and 
of Russia, in the spirit of partnership. 

If we proceed with NATO enlarge
ment, we must ensure that we do not 
erode our ability to meet our highest 
priority security concerns or preclude 
alternative collective security arrange
ments that may more effectively ad
dress these concerns. 

Mr. President, I am considering in
troducing several amendments to the 
Senate resolution on the protocols re
garding the accession of Poland and 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. These 
amendments are intended to safeguard 
against some of the potential long
term risks associated with NATO en
largement. 

First, let me express support for Sen
ator WARNER'S amendment to establish 
a 3-year moratorium on further rounds 
of NATO enlargement. I am an original 
cosponsor of that amendment. NATO 
membership for Poland and Hungary 
and the Czech Republic cannot be sepa
rated from the larger issue of the ad
ministration's seemingly open-door 
policy for enlarging NATO. 

According to the administration, any 
state of Central or Eastern Europe that 
meets certain democratic criteria is a 
potential candidate for NATO member
ship. Altogether there are nearly a 
dozen countries that are or may be 
candidates for NATO membership in 
the coming years. Included in that 
group are the three Baltic States, Slo
venia, Romania, Albania, Bulgaria, 
Slovakia and Macedonia. 

I support the goal of integrating Cen
tral and Eastern Europe into a united 
and democratic Europe free of the divi
sive legacy of the cold war. But the 
question is, how do we achieve that 
goal? In this regard I have some serious 
concerns about the administration's 
open-door policy on enlarging NATO. 

There are some fundamental ques
tions that remain unanswered. We do 
not know whether these three can
didate countries, the three we are con
sidering in this resolution, are mili
tarily and economically prepared to 
contribute to NATO's common defense. 

As several of the speakers this after
noon have mentioned, cost estimates 
for enlargement vary widely. The 

burdensharing arrangements within 
NATO are still unresolved. NATO itself 
is still revising its post-cold war stra
tegic mission. 

At a minimum, I believe we in the 
Senate, if we proceed with expanding 
the Atlantic alliance, it is in America's 
and NATO's interest to take the time 
to fully assess the effects, both the 
costs and the benefits, of this round of 
expansion. A 3-year pause, as suggested 
in Senator WARNER'S amendment, 
would give alliance members a reason
able time to do this. If things go ac
cording to NATO's plan, then alliance 
members, both the new ones and the 
old ones, will have updated NATO's 
strategic military mission well within 
that time frame. A pause would allow 
cost-sharing arrangements to be 
reached and payments to be received. 

Let me turn to a few other issues 
that I intend to deal with by proposed 
amendment, Mr. President. 

Currently, the NATO resolution con
tains language intended to require the 
President to consult the Senate prior 
to consenting to invite any additional 
states to join NATO. I commend the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
for including that provision. It ensures 
that the Senate will be a partner in 
any decision to invite a state to begin 
accession talks with NATO. 

We should have had such a provision 
in place before we got to this situation 
with Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic. But I intend to introduce an 
amendment that I believe complements 
and strengthens the provision that is 
now coming to the Senate floor. This 
amendment would require the Presi
dent to report to Congress on the quali
fications of any country being consid
ered for NATO membership prior to the 
United States consenting to invite that 
country to begin accession talks with 
NATO as was done with Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic in Madrid 
last year. 

The amendment further specifies the 
kind of detailed information to be pro
vided, including each potential can
didate 's military preparedness to join 
NATO, the costs and burdensharing ar
rangements for integrating each poten
tial candidate into NATO, and the im
pact that admitting each potential 
candidate would have on NATO's cohe
siveness and other priority U.S. secu
rity concerns. 

The second issue that I believe needs 
to be addressed by amendment relates 
to the strategic mission of NATO. 
Right now we in the Senate are being 
called upon to sign up to a policy of en
larging the alliance without a clear, 
coherent explanation of how expansion 
of NATO will serve NATO's strategic 
interests. I am concerned because 
NATO itself does not seem to have an 
agreed upon strategic military mission. 

For several months now, NATO mem
bers have been engaged in updating the 
alliance strategic concept. The current 
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concept, which was last revised in 1991, 
is outdated, and all agree on that. It 
fails to take account of such critical 
events as the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, NATO'S peacekeeping oper
ations in Bosnia, or more recently the 
special relationships that NATO has es
tablished with Russia and the Ukraine. 

NATO is currently debating adminis
tration proposals to expand the alli
ance's military charter to include oper
ations in the Middle East and North 
Africa, a subject of considerable con
troversy for existing and prospective 
members alike. The alliance will also 
be reviewing its critically important 
nuclear policies. The updated strategic 
concept will not be completed by the 
time the Senate is expected to vote on 
this round of enlargement. 

My amendment would withhold invit
ing additional countries other than Po
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
for NATO membership until after 
NATO has approved a revised strategic 
concept. This is simply a matter of set
ting our priorities. NATO members 
need to decide on the alliance's mission 
before any new candidates are asked to 
join. Future candidates need to know 
what obligations they would be under
taking in seeking NATO membership. 

This should not cause a delay for 
anyone. The expectation is that this 
revised strategic concept will be com
pleted this summer. 

Once a revised Strategic Concept is 
agreed, existing and prospective NATO 
members will be able to judge for 
themselves whether further expansion 
will in the long-run strengthen-or un
dermine- NATO's effectiveness in ful
filling its mission. 

The third issue that I believe needs 
to be addressed before we conclude ac
tion on this proposed ratification of 
this treaty relates to the critical ques
tion of NATO membership for the Bal
tic States. The administration has re
peatedly welcomed the aspiration of 
the Baltic States-Lithuania, Estonia 
and Latvia-to join NATO, most re
cently in signing a charter of partner
ship with those states this past Janu
ary. 

At the same time the administration 
tells us that this charter is neither a 
precommitment by the United States 
to NATO membership for the Baltic 
States, nor is it a backdoor U.S. secu
rity commitment to those states. I be
lieve it is critical that we be clear on 
the Senate's understanding of the Bal
tic Charter for the record. I am consid
ering an amendment stating that the 
Baltic Charter neither precommits the 
United States to Baltic membership in 
NATO nor provides those states with 
U.S. security commitments. 

In addition, the NATO resolution 
must also be clear that it is essential 
for the administration to consult with 
the Senate well in advance of any vote 
in the North Atlantic Council to invite 
a Baltic state to begin accession talks 
with NATO. 

Our military commitments must be 
tailored to our national security prior
i ties. An open-door policy for enlarging 
NA TO will mean further expanding 
U.S. security commitments. At the 
heart of NATO is the mutual commit
ment under article V of the North At
lantic Treaty to the common defense of 
all NATO members in the case of at
tack. Since the end of the cold war, 
even as our armed forces have been re
duced by a third, our security commit
ments have extended to Bosnia and 
Iraq and Northeast Asia and other hot 
spots around the globe. 

As we consider setting an open-ended 
course for expanding our military com
mitments, we must keep in mind that 
our defense resources are limited. I 
question whether we are prepared to al
locate limited defense resources to 
ever-expanding NATO military com
mitments ahead of our other defense 
priorities, priorities such as force mod
ernization, readiness, or investment in 
research and development needed to 
preserve our technological edge. 

I am particularly concerned about 
U.S. and NATO preparedness to meet 
these article V commitments if the 
Baltic States are invited to join NATO. 

If the United States and its allies are 
not prepared to meet our article V 
commitments to the common defense 
of all NATO members, then expansion 
could create alliance-threatening divi
sions within NATO. 

Mr. President, I do not propose to 
preclude the possibility of Baltic mem
bership in NATO sometime in the fu
ture. But any invitation to the Baltic 
States would be a serious step that 
should first be thoroughly considered 
with the Senate's participation. In any 
case, Senate consent to ratification of 
the current protocols for Poland and 
Hungary and the Czech Republic should 
in no way be interpreted as a 
preapproval of the Baltic States can
didacy for NATO membership. 

One final issue I want to raise today 
concerns continued U.S. support for 
the enhancement of NATO's Partner
ship for Peace initiative. Some have 
argued that if the Senate does not go 
along with NATO enlargement, the 
countries of Central and Eastern Eu
rope will be abandoned in "strategic 
ambiguity," exiled to a no-man's-land 
between NATO and Russia. I do not ac
cept this view. An alternative already 
exists in NATO's Partnership for Peace 
initiative. In this initiative, there are 
28 partner countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union, including Russia, associating 
themselves with NATO. This initiative 
is an essential element to current and 
future peace and security in Europe ex
tending to central Asia. 

Experts on both sides of this NATO 
enlargement issue agree on the need 
for a strong Partnership for Peace. 
Former Secretary of Defense Bill 
Perry, an advocate of NATO enlarge-

ment, testified before the Armed Serv
ices Committee on this very need to 
ensure that the Partnership for Peace 
initiative is not undermined in the 
process of expanding the alliance. He 
stated, "The Partnership for Peace 
should receive attention comparable to 
that accorded to enlargement. The ex
perience of PFP membership should 
closely resemble the experience of 
NA TO partnership.'' 

So the amendment that I intend to 
offer on this issue would be a declara
tion of support for the Partnership for 
Peace intended to place the NATO res
olution in an important context; that 
is, the complementary effectiveness of 
the Partnership for Peace initiative. 

This amendment would declare that 
PFP is both an essential and enduring 
complement to the NATO alliance in 
maintaining and enhancing regional se
curity. It would also endorse NATO ef
forts to enhance PFP, to strengthen its 
political consultative mechanism 
through the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council, to expand the operational role 
of the PFP, and to provide for in
creased participation of Partner coun
tries in decision-making and planning 
within PFP. Many of these objectives 
are the same ones voiced in favor of 
NATO enlargement. 

I am concerned about contentions 
that the whole purpose of PFP is to 
prepare Partner countries for future 
NATO membership. For a significant 
number of PFP Partners, that simply 
isn ' t their primary purpose in partici
pating. It is essential that PFP con
tinue to be valued as an independent 
component of the European security 
system and not be reduced or con
strained to being a prelude to NATO 
membership. Accordingly, my amend
ment would also clarify that PFP 
membership does not in any way preju
dice a country's application or consid
eration for admission to the NATO alli
ance. 

I would note that, in contrast to 
NATO enlargement, Russian reaction 
to PFP is increasingly positive. While 
it has been a PFP Partner since the 
initiative began in 1994, Russia is now 
completing its first-ever Individual 
Partnership Plan, detailing the specific 
activities in which it intends to par
ticipate over the next few years. These 
include eleven PFP exercises, including 
one on its own territory. 

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues 
to consider carefully the long-term 
risks associated with NATO enlarge
ment. The Senate must be an active 
partner in any future decision to invite 
further rounds of candidates for NATO 
membership. 

In the meantime, we need to focus 
our efforts on meeting our top military 
security priorities. We must ensure 
that NATO enlargement does not un
dermine our ability to address our 
most pressing security concerns. But I 
believe we should reserve higher pri
ority for our cooperative efforts with 
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Russia to eliminate strategic nuclear 
weapons under START I, to secure 
Duma ratification of START II, and to 
advance discussions on further reduc
tions of nuclear weapons under a 
START III framework. The cooperation 
between the national laboratories in 
my state of New Mexico and their 
counterparts in Russia remains criti
cally important to the pressing prob
lem of nonproliferation. In addition, 
the United States needs to engage Rus
sia in a dialogue on additional joint 
steps beyond START to reduce the nu
clear threat. 

In summary, our primary security 
goal must be to promote a safe and sta
ble security environment for the 
United States, our NATO allies, and 
the countries of Eastern and Central 
Europe, including Russia. No further 
enlargement of NATO should be consid
ered unless and until it can be clearly 
demonstrated that such a step serves 
this goal. We need to proceed cau
tiously, with clear priorities and thor
ough consideration of all options-
whether NATO, the Partnership for 
Peace, or other security arrange
ments-for promoting the security and 
safety of the North Atlantic area as a 
whole. 

Mr. WARNER. Would the Senator 
take a brief question? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I am happy to re
spond. 

Mr. WARNER. I wish to commend 
the distinguished Senator. He has 
worked from the beginning with Sen
ator SMITH, myself, and others as we 
began to examine the very serious 
questions. 

The Senator raised an issue that 
caused me great concern, and that is 
the nuclear aspect and how in his State 
so much valuable work is now being 
done and has al ways been done on this 
question. 

My understanding, having met with a 
number of Members of the Russian 
Duma- and I believe the Senator was 
present at the time that Members of 
the Duma came informally before the 
Armed Services Committee-there is a 
considerable doubt as to whether or 
not they will ratify the current arms 
control arrangements because of the 
question of NATO enlargement. 

Is that the Senator's understanding? 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me respond to my friend from Virginia 
by saying that is my understanding. I 
have yet to speak to any high official 
in the Russian Government who felt 
this would be helpful, that us going 
ahead with this resolution particularly 
at this time would be helpful in bring
ing Russia along to ratify START II or 
to take any other actions that would 
be helpful in reducing the nuclear 
threat. 

Mr. WARNER. In response, I say to 
my good friend, I talked with a number 
of Members of the Duma. I accom
panied the Secretary of Defense, Mr. 

Cohen, to Russia in the January time
frame, where we sat down in the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow and listened to the 
protests of about half a dozen Members 
of the Duma for the better part of 2 
hours. There was absolutely no equivo
cation on their part that they felt that 
the future ratification by the Russian 
Duma of the current arms control ar
rangement now pending is in great 
doubt. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank my friend 
from Virginia for his leadership on this 
important issue. As I indicated earlier, 
I am proud to be a cosponsor of the 
amendment that he is offering and 
hope we can gain the support of col
leagues on that as well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I might add to the comments of the 

distinguished Senator from Virginia in 
the discussion of the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico that we had had 
some testimony along the same lines in 
the strategic subcommittee. General 
Xavier indicated he felt, likewise, that 
the Duma would be less inclined to pro
vide-they believe that if, in fact, 
NATO expansion were to continue, this 
could very well jeopardize the START 
II talks. 

I think it is also important to note-
and I know the distinguished Senator 
made many visits to Russia, as I have 
in the past few years-the worst part of 
this, I don't sense anger on the part of 
some of our Russian colleagues, but I 
do sense frustration, especially those 
who want to see Russia move to a de
mocracy and stay there. Small "d" 
democrats in Russia really believe
and I think they are correct-that this 
is not going to help their cause. 

President Yeltsin has been steadfast 
and brave and courageous as he has 
tried to move, despite great odds and a 
lot of problems, especially inflation, to 
try to move Russia to the West and to 
democracy and to a good free market. 

I think this is going to hurt it, and I 
think hurt it needlessly, because there 
is absolutely, in this Senator's opinion, 
no urgency whatever to make this deci
sion, which is the part I just cannot un
derstand-why there is this sense of ur
gency. 

Only 2 short years ago , reading a 
quote from the President of the United 
States-actually 4 years ago, in which 
he gave a compelling reason not to 
have NATO expansion, and yet now it 
has all changed, and it didn 't change 
that quickly. 

Mr. WARNER. If my colleague would 
allow me, first I wish to thank the Sen
ator. He has been an absolute leader on 
this issue from the very beginning, and 
at the beginning there were fewer than 
there are now. We are fortunate there 
is a growing number beginning to look 
at it from the perspective that the dis-

tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire and I have had for some period of 
time. 

Just today, I was privileged to have 
lunch with the mayor of St. Peters
burg, Russia. I was on his right, and to 
my immediate right was the deputy 
chief of mission here of the Russian 
Embassy. Now, never should the United 
States allow Russia to veto any of our 
foreign policy. We always must do 
those things that are in our strategic 
interest. 

But I join the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire in his view that 
there is no rush to do this. It is a win
dow of opportunity that Russia has 
seized upon to try to solidify their 
movement toward a solid democracy, 
try to solidify their struggfo in the free 
market system of the world, at the 
same time they are dealing with tre
mendous political instability at home 
both in elective office and indeed in 
law enforcement. Both of these persons 
told me, formally in the discussion 
over luncheon not over 2 hours ago, it 
is of grave concern to them individ
ually, of the timing of this move. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 

thank my colleague for those remarks. 
I just say to Senator WARNER, on 

January 10, 1994, along the same vein, 
President Clinton himself made the fol
lowing statement, only 4 years ago: 

Why should we now draw a new line 
through Europe just a little further east? 
Why should we now do something which 
could foreclose the best possible future for 
Europe? The best possible future would be a 
democratic Russia committed to the secu
rity of all of its European neighbors. The 
best possible future would be a democratic 
Ukraine, a democratic government in every 
one of the Newly Independent States of the 
former Soviet Union, all committed to mar
ket cooperation, to common security and to 
democratic ideals. We should not foreclose 
that possibility. 

That was the President of the United 
States, Bill Clinton, on January 10, 
1994. I simply say to my colleagues, 
what has changed? What has changed? 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 
Mr. BIDEN. What does that quote 

have to do with anything? What does it 
have to do with anything relating to 
whether or not we should expand 
NATO? How is it inconsistent with ex
pansion of NATO? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
think it has a lot "to do with any
thing." The President made these 
statements at the NATO headquarters 
in Brussels, Belgium, and his point is 
that drawing a new line through Eu
rope a little further east might jeop
ardize the relationship between the 
Russians and the United States and 
bringing the Russians into the democ
racy, into the West as a democratic na
tion. The Senator doesn't believe that 
is relevant to this? 
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Mr. BIDEN. With all due respect, the 

President never spoke of that in the 
context of drawing any new lines; he 
spoke in the context of being demo
cratic nations. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I'm 
reading the President's quote. "The 
best possible future would be a demo
cratic Russia committed to the secu
rity of all of its European neighbors. 
We should not foreclose it. " That was 
the time he followed in President 
Bush's footsteps of supporting the 
Partnership for Peace, which I also 
support. Now something has inter
vened- perhaps the election of 1996-
that caused him now to change his 
mind, and suddenly now there is this 
urgent need to have these three na
tions become part of NATO. 

Mr. BIDEN. I don't want to take the 
Senator's time. He was kind enough to 
yield for a question. If he would like to, 
I could continue this. Otherwise, I will 
let him finish his statement and I will 
respond and point out why, in my view, 
there is not the least bit of inconsist
ency between wanting to see Russia as 
a democratic nation and expanding 
NATO. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Let 
me say, when I came into the room and 
prior to coming into the Chamber, I lis
tened to some of the debate of my col
leagues on the other side of this issue. 
Very interesting. I thought for a mo
ment that I was in a time warp, that I 
was back in the 1950s and was somehow 
privy to the debate here. I heard terms 
like " cold war. " I heard terms like 
" evil empire, " " Iron Curtain, " and 
Stalin was mentioned, as was Yalta 
and the Soviet Union. 

Unless I am missing something-and 
I try to pay pretty close attention to 
current events-I don't see that same 
situation in the world today. I think 
Stalin is gone. It is my understanding 
that he is. The Iron Curtain is no 
longer there , which Churchill talked 
about. Yalta divided up Europe, unfor
tunately, and now we have these na
tions who have sought and got a well
deserved freedom. Now the Senate is 
considering whether to add these three 
nations- Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic-to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. That is the issue 
before us. The question is whether that 
is necessary or not in considering the 
situation right now in the world. 

I just say to my colleagues, what is 
the threat today to those three nations 
or any other nation that may be com
ing into NATO in the future? What is 
the specific threat? Is there still a cold 
war? Is there still an Iron Curtain? Is 
there a massive Soviet army poised at 
the ready on the borders of Poland or 
on the borders of Germany or on the 
borders of Hungary or Romania or the 
Czech Republic? I don't see any. Is Rus
sia now an absolute to become a demo
cratic nation, never to be a threat to 
the United States? No, absolutely not. 

That is the point of the discussion. 
What is the best way to try to bring 
that nation into the democratic fold , 
not to turn to the East, not to turn to 
Red China, not to turn to Iran and 
other nations that could very well be a 
serious threat to the United States be
fore the end of the 21st century? 

But a few weeks ago when this mat
ter first came up, it seemed to be a 
foregone conclusion that we were going 
to run this thing through with no de
bate, essentially. Everybody was feel
good, emotional. These nations had 
" earned it. " They are free and now 
they have earned the right to fall 
under the umbrella of NAT0-25 per
cent of which is funded by the United 
States, I might add- and earned the 
right to become members of NATO. 
Then, after several of us had written a 
letter to the leaders and requested 
some time- we had a little difficulty 
getting it, but we did get the time to 
have a good debate , and I appreciate 
the fact that both Senator DASCHLE 
and Senator LOTT responded to that re
quest. However, unfortunately, there is 
still other information that is out 
there that we would like to have. For 
example, the NATO report, which is 
not due until perhaps late next month 
or early in June; it would be nice to 
have that. We don't have that. Again, 
we are now trapped in this urgency
this urgency. There is this huge threat 
looming out there to these three coun
tries. Yet, I have not heard anybody 
tell me what that threat is. I would be 
happy to yield to anybody on the floor 
now or later who would be willing to 
stand up and tell me what the threat is 
to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re
public. Where is the threat that forces 
us to immediately, this week, vote on 
NATO expansion? 

Frankly, a growing number of us 
have come to the realization that ex
panding NATO is unwise. At worst it is 
unwise and unnecessary at best. It is 
time for a little thought. Some tried to 
get this thing to go through without 
any thought. I think that was the g·oal 
initially, to run this thing through be
fore we had much time to think about 
it, analyze the thoughts, and before we 
had time to realize that there wasn't 
any threat, that this was emotional, 
feel-good politics. That is what this is. 

If NATO enlargement made sense, it 
would have gained strength as the de
bate began, not lost strength. It is los
ing strength. There are more Members 
now than there were several weeks ago 
who are opposed to NATO expansion. 
The more it was discussed, the more 
opposition there was. My suspicion has 
been that many of those clamoring for 
that speedy vote did so out of fear that 
the case for enlargement may not just 
bear the scrutiny that is deserves-and 
it does deserve a lot of scrutiny for a 
number of reasons, which we will be 
getting into, costs among others. But 
in discussions with constituents over 

the recess and colleagues over the past 
several weeks, my suspicion has been 
confirmed. When asked careful ques
tions, the American people have ser i
ous reservations. I think initially- and 
I was one of them- when it first came 
up, the emotional response was, wow, 
they have gotten their freedom finally . 
We spent trillions to help them win it
trillions. We sacrificed American lives, 
millions of Americans in uniform, to 
help defeat the " evil empire " that Ron
ald Reagan spoke about. And it 
worked. But the question really is 
whether or not the so-called NATO um
brella makes sense rig·ht now. Now 
what are the people saying? 

Hot off the presses is a poll from 
Opinion Research of Princeton, a na
tionwide poll, just completed today. 
They ask the following question to peo
ple across the country: " Congress is 
currently debating expanding the 
NATO military alliance to include Po
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary. 
Estimates of the cost to U.S. taxpayers 
from the first phase of expansion range 
from $400 million to $19 billion. Do you 
oppose or favor expanding NATO? An
swer: Favor, 32 percent; opposed, 56 
percent. '' 

By almost a 2-to-1 margin, when you 
indicate that we do not have a handle 
on the cost, people are opposed. 

These are facts. This is information 
that deserves to be part of the debate. 
This decision · should not be based on 
polls. I will be the first one to agree 
with that. We should not be making a 
decision as important as the expansion 
of NATO based on polls. But it shows 
that when the American people under
stand and get information, they react 
accordingly. I think many members 
had the feeling that the American peo
ple were overwhelming in their support 
of this because it is an emotional feel
good thing to do. These nations suf
fered immensely under communism for 
a long, long time. And they earned 
their freedom. 

The question is: How do we preserve 
and continue to protect that freedom? 
The question is, Mr. President, do we 
look back at the last 50 years, or do we 
look ahead at the next 50 years in 
terms of protecting that freedom? Be
cause that is the question we are talk
ing about here today. We are not talk
ing about Stalin and the evil empire 
and the cold war. We are talking about 
the next 50 years, and hopefully the 
next 150 or 250 years. That is what we 
are talking about. 

The best way to preserve and protect 
and defend these nations and their way 
of life is to have a Western Russia, a 
Russia that has moved into the West , a 
democratic Russia, and we ought to be 
doing everything in our power to see to 
it that that happens, and anything we 
do in any way to hinder that is a seri
ous mistake , a mistake that we are 
going to pay for dearly down the road. 
It is a very shortsighted, a very, very 
shortsighted decision. 
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With or without NATO, the United 

States can come to the defense of any 
European nation next week, tomorrow, 
next year, or 5 years from now. Should 
Europe ever be threatened by Russia, 
or by anybody else, we can expand 
NATO. We can do it quickly. 

But there is a lot to lose and very lit
tle to gain by expanding NA TO now. 
We basically say to Russia: Don't 
worry about it. Don't worry about 
NATO expansion. It is OK. It is a defen
sive alliance. But it does not matter 
what we say. It matters what the Rus
sians think. They have stated clearly 
and officially they oppose expansion. It 
has been said by others on the floor, 
and I agree that we should not set our 
foreign policy based on what the Rus
sians say, I will be the first to admit 
that, but we ought to realize there is a 
lot going on inside Russia and there is 
no threat to these nations from Russia. 

So why not leave the window open a 
little bit longer? What is the urgency? 
What is the threat? Let me keep asking 
that question. Somebody rise on the 
Senate floor sometime during this de
bate, if not now, and tell me what the 
threat is. Tell me what the urgency is. 
There is no urgency. There is no 
threat. It is an emotional feel-good 
thing to do. They earned it. They are 
free. Let us put them under the um
brella of NATO and protect them. 
From what? We are still going to go to 
their defense if anything threatens 
them. Every person in the Senate 
knows it. The most important require
ment for the Poles, the Czechs, and the 
Hungarians as far as their security is 
concerned is that America and Russia 
remain friends. That is the protection 
these nations need-that Russia and 
America become friends and remain 
friends. That is the issue here. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator allow me to observe that the 
American taxpayers, since 1992, have 
contributed $2.6 billion in the spirit of 
that friendship to help Russia dis
mantle its weapons systems. And here 
this comes along and takes a red-hot 
poker and jams it right in their ribs. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. It 
sure does. The Senator knows that. He 
knows the Senator has worked on this 
issue tirelessly in the Armed Forces 
Committee and has visited Russia to 
see this. 

I don't think anybody could deny 
that in the very near future Russia is 
going to be one of the, if not the, 
strongest nations in that region of the 
world. The question is, Whose side is it 
going to be on? Is it going to be on the 
Iranians' side? Is it going to be an alli
ance with the Chinese Communists? Or 
is it going to be on our side? If it is on 
our side, why will the Poles care, or 
the Czechs, or the Hungarians, or any
body else? The point is they wouldn't. 

What we ought to be doing again is 
keeping the window open, using the ad
vantages that we have to draw that 

out, to draw them this way. Senator 
WARNER has mentioned how they have 
reached out to do that. We are taking 
down tremendous numbers of weapons 
that have been aimed at the United 
States for decades. 

But extending an alliance, which dur
ing the cold war the_ Soviet Union con
sidered hostile , the countries that she 
doesn't threaten is basically kicking 
this former giant, like the Senator 
from Virginia said, poking them in the 
ribs. That is exactly what we are doing. 
God knows. I have stood on this floor 
many times and in the House Chamber 
before that and extolled the virtues of 
the United States against the cold war 
Soviet Union and voted trillions to de
feat it. But let 's not walk away from 
the victory. Let's not walk away from 
the victory. History shows that it is 
unwise to treat nations like that, and 
it is highly dangerous for countries in 
the middle, because these are the coun
tries that are going to suffer if there is 
a confrontation that takes place be
tween the United States and Russia 
again. It is the nations in the middle in 
Eastern Europe that are going to get 
the squeeze. That is where it is going 
to be fought. Those are the people who 
are going to suffer. 

We are talking about costs. The cost 
was in that poll question. I am not sure 
what we are paying for it. Maybe some
one else does. You have estimates as 
high as $125 billion, some $250 billion. 
It is not the issue of cost per se. It is 
that nobody knows what the facts are. 
Nobody knows what we are dealing 
with. That is why there is this uncer
tainty. 

What if there is a threat and these 
nations were actually threatened? The 
question of cost would be irrelevant-I 
think. I think we would go to the de
fense of France, a current NATO mem
ber, and I would assume if these na
tions become members we would go to 
their defense if there was a threat. It 
would be irrelevant now as it was in 
the cold war, because we made the 
commitment if one is attacked, we are 
all attacked and we are going to do our 
part. But unfortunately, our part be
comes the dominant part in NATO, and 
as current members shrink back from 
responsibility, this will increase our re
sponsibility or our burden. There is no 
foreseeable conventional threat to any 
country in Europe, and no cr~dible 
analysis disputes this. I challenge any
one to give me an analysis that shows 
how any nation in Europe today has a 
conventional threat. Is there a Russian 
army, a strong Russian army that has 
threatened France, Hungary, or the 
Czech Republic , or England, or any
body else? Where is it? If it isn't, then 
what is the urgency? What is the 
threat? 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Cer
tainly I will. 

Mr. BIDEN. If there isn't a threat, 
what is the need for NATO? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. That 
is a good question. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think what is really at 
the heart of this is what was said, if I 
am not mistaken, in a sort of dress re
hearsal of this debate-the Senator 
from Virginia and I appeared before a 
group of Connecticut voters who were 
down here at the request of one of our 
colleagues, Senator DODD. He may re
member my saying the real debate on 
the floor is going to be whether there 
should be NATO. 

The only thing I would like to state 
now, before I make my opening state
ment-in the context of a question so 
the floor hasn't been yielded to me; or
dinarily I would not put it in the con
text of a question-is that isn't the 
real debate here, if there is no strategic 
rationale for expanding, if there is dis
cussion questioning the strategic doc
trine of NATO as it exists now, as Sen
ator BINGAMAN said, and if there is no 
threat at all, as my friend from New 
Hampshire says, the real question is
this is a veiled way of us saying: 
Should we have NATO at all? If there is 
no threat to France, no threat to Ger
many, no threat to Poland, then obvi
ously don't expand but also don't have 
NATO. If there is a threat at all to Ger
many or to France or the other 15 na
tions, or 13 nations, then there is clear
ly a threat to Poland or to the Czech 
Republic. 

You cannot have both. This call of no 
threat either present or anticipated, 
indicating there is no need to expand, I 
think, leads one to the conclusion that 
if they take that view, there should not 
be NATO. So I don't know why you 
don 't just stand up and say why don't 
we just eliminate NATO because there 
we are spending, for assets devoted to 
NATO, counting our national budget, 
over $100 billion a year. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire because this is 
the type of debate the Senate should 
participate in and it is a good one. I 
will respond directly. The United 
States of America had to rescue Europe 
in 1917 and 1918. How well I remember; 
my father served as a doctor in the 
front lines of those battles. The United 
States came to the rescue again in 
World War II, and that is clearly in the 
minds of all of us. We have not had to 
respond with significant force in these 
50 years for the very purpose that 
NATO has served as a collective de
fense, and to deter-to discourage, to 
put it in ' a layman's term-an attack 
on any of its members. 

Second, the United States is there 
because we need, as a nation, a pres
ence in Europe, and that presence of 
leadership, both in a military form of 
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NATO and an economic and every 
other way, gives us the justification for 
a strong voice of leadership in Europe-
NA TO. So it has served a purpose and 
will continue to serve a purpose if we 
do not dilute it, as the Senator from 
New Hampshire has ably said. 

Mr. EIDEN. Will the Senator allow 
me 2 minutes to respond to that? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Go 
ahead. 

Mr. BID EN. I think the Senator has 
just made an overwhelming case why 
the Poles think it is so important. The 
Senator just points out, World War I, 
World War II-by the way, for those 
wars to get to France they had to roll 
over Poland first . on the way. Then the 
reason why there was no war, as the 
Senator points out, after World War 
II-a cold war, not a hot war-is we had 
NATO. And the nations that we ex
tended the umbrella of NATO to were 
kept free from fear of attack. Guess 
what. Poland was occupied during that 
whole period. 

Now Poland is no longer occupied, 
and they are worried that the world 
may have the same kind of amnesia 
that it had in 1917, and 1916, and 1915-
and 1938 and 1939 and 1940. They are 
kind of worried because they figured it 
out, if you are under this umbrella, it 
dissuades anyone from invading you. 

So if it is a rationale to keep Ger
many in NATO, and NATO protects 
Germany because that gives it that 
added security, you can kind of under
stand why the Poles think it also 
makes sense for them, since they have 
been the doormat to Western Europe. 

There is much more to say about 
this. I will not go on. But the point is 
that NATO membership significantly 
reduces the prospect that anyone now 
or in the future would conclude that 
you are a worthy target of their ag
gression. That is the point the Senator 
is making. And the clear notion is that 
if in fact Poland were part of this alli
ance , to take one country, they would 
not have to wonder any longer whether 
or not they would have to wait for the 
Brits to do something- as occurred in 
World War II. They would not have to 
wonder if Russia or anyone else under
stood that Poland was no longer the 
doormat of Europe. 

If all goes well, as I anticipate, and I 
vote with my taxpayers' pocketbook to 
try to promote democracy in Russia-if 
all goes well, then in fact there is not 
any greater need in Russia for Poland 
to be a member of NATO than for Ger
many to be a member of NATO. There 
may be no need for NATO. Or it may be 
that Russia is part of NATO. But we 
are in a position, as the Washington 
Post says: 

American interest in expansion lies in re
ducing unpredictability and instability in an 
arc that has generated the century's major 
wars. 

One of the things, as the Post and 
many others have tried to point out, 

and as I have tried to point out on the 
floor before, part of Russia's necessary 
post-cold war evolution, mental evo
lution, if you will, is to understand and 
consider the novel notion that its 
neighbors have a right to whatever na
tional orientation they want. Most 
other democracies in the world have 
figured that out. Most other nations 
have figured that out. And if you are 
not going to-the current likelihood 
that there is little danger that is posed 
for these three countries or any other 
part of Europe, it seems to me, again 
to paraphrase the Post, " makes it 
smart and a cheap buy for the extra se
curity now, in case things don't go the 
right way." · 

But the bottom line is this: If, in 
fact, there is a rationale for us to con
tinue to be a member of NATO, and I 
believe there is, and to continue to 
make commitments to the likes of Ger
many and other allies-if there is a ra
tionale for expanding NATO on the So
viet Union's border bringing in Turkey 
not too many years ago, there is a ra
tionale to bring Poland, the Czech Re
public and Hungary under that um
brella. 

I will conclude-and I thank my col
league for allowing me to respond-but 
I conclude by suggesting to you that 
the way to the greatest certainty that 
Russia continues along its democratic 
trek and nonimperialistic instinct is to 
have these nations within NATO, for
ever removing the realistic possibility 
that they are part of the hegemony of 
the former Soviet Union or Russia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank my colleague for his comments. 
I in no way object or feel interrupted. 
I think this is a good way to debate the 
issue. It is much better than a series of 
monologues, I think, in regard to this 
issue. 

I would just say to my colleague, 
though, I am trying to accomplish, I 
think, the same thing that he is, which 
is that Poland or any other country 
not be a doormat for anyone else ever 
again. I think that really goes to the 
heart of the debate here; what is the 
best way to accomplish that? 

My point is- and I am a supporter of 
NATO, always was and still am-but I 
believe that what we have here is a 
window of opportunity that allows us 
to try to pull the Russians to us. If the 
Russians right now were threatening 
Poland, I would say it is urgent-or 
were even talking about threatening 
Poland- it is urgent to move forward 
on this. We would still go to their de
fense, in my opinion, anyway. But that 
is an academic argument. 

Mr. EIDEN. But we never did. We 
never did. Twice before we didn't, not 
until after the fact, not until after 
they were no longer an independent na
tion. We never did. 

I believe- I hope we would, too. But 
understand it from their perspective. 
We never did. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. It is 
still going to take a commitment, 
whether you are in NATO or not, it is 
still going to take a commitment to 
defend Poland, period. You have to 
have a will to do that, whether you are 
in NATO or not. 

The point here is we have an oppor
tunity, where the Russians have 
reached out to us ever so slightly, but 
as the Senator from Virginia has 
talked about in strategic weapons re
duction, in trying to look at what 
Yeltsin has gone through, the market 
reforms- 1000 percent inflation a few 
years ago down now to 8 percent. They 
have worked hard to try to make this 
thing work with a lot of strong leader
ship. 

I don 't think this is the way to en
courage them to continue to do that. 
This Senator, I guess much like Nixon 
going to China, is hardly one who has 
been soft on the Russians or the Soviet 
Union over the past several years of 
my public life, and certainly I have 
been in as strong opposition to them as 
anyone else. But also a strategist has 
to look at the real world, and I don't 
think we ought to be looking at just 
simple, cheap analogies here. We ought 
to be looking at the real world, and the 
real world is today, not what it was 
yesterday. Yesterday the real world 
was Stalin, was the cold war, was the 
" evil empire," was expansionist ten
dencies, and was the NATO which came 
forth to block all of that. 

Today, we don' t know what the fu
ture will bring; therefore, we do need 
NATO. But the question is, "Do we 
need NATO expansion?"; not, " Do we 
need NATO? " Those are two different 
issues. Do we need NATO? Yes. Do we 
need NATO expansion in order to make 
this transition? I don 't believe that we 
do. I think that is really the crux of 
this issue. There is no urgency. 

Again, what is the urgency? I say 
with the greatest respect to my col
league. What is the urgency? What now 
is the threat that is perceived, that 
you perceive to be, that makes this 
necessary to do today or tomorrow 
rather than to give the Russians some 
more time to make these reforms 
work , to perhaps get the START II 
agreement that the Senator from Vir
ginia was talking about? What is the 
urgency? That is really the thrust of 
my involvement here. 

I will be happy to yield for a com
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I can 
make a historical observation. You 
raise the passions by saying we didn 't 
come to the defense of Poland. It was 
September of 1939 when Hitler directed 
his forces across the border with an 
element of surprise with the panzer di
visions and went against the Polish 
cavalry, in large measure, with lances. 
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If you have never seen the footage of question was raised on the floor, and it 
that battle, it is extraordinary. is raised constantly in the minds of 

Mr. EIDEN. I have. those who deal with the issue of Euro-
Mr. WARNER. Subsequently, Stalin 

and Hitler partitioned and cruelly cru
cified the Polish people. But at that 
time, I say to my good friend from 
Delaware, the United States was hold
ing its maneuvers with dump trucks 
acting as tanks and with wooden rifles 
or broomsticks. We were not the super
power, nor the military strength, as we 
are today. 

I say to the Senator and InY good 
friend, don't try to raise the passions 
that this country turned its back on 
Poland then and would now do so. The 
key word that the Senator from New 
Hampshire used is "instability." And 
where is that instability? It is not in 
Poland, it is not in Hungary, it is not 
in the Czech Republic, but with the 
Russian nation struggling to work with 
deinocracy and an econoinic free-mar
ket system and the problems at home 
of the succession of Yeltsin. That is the 
instability. And, I might add, if we are 
going to use the military argument, 
the Red Ariny barely put down a minor 
revolution in Chechnya, which it had 
to fight for over a year, using every 
piece of modern equipment that they 
have, and barely did they subdue that 
small seginent of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. EIDEN. Let me respond, if I may, 
to the question of urgency and the 
process to clarify the issue of going to 
Poland's defense. 

My point about going to Poland's de
fense did not relate to whether Aineri
cans were courageous, were good, were 
bad, or kept or didn't keep a comini t
ment. It was a statement of fact. 

My friend talks about the real world. 
The real world, that was 1939. We got in 
the war on December 7, 1941. In the 
meantime, nothing happened. We were 
a major power. My colleague points out 
that we weren't militarily prepared. By 
our own choice, we weren't militarily 
prepared. But other nations that were 
allegedly Inilitarily prepared were pow
ers on the continent. They also did 
nothing, and they watched. 

All I am pointing out to you is, from 
a Pole's standpoint, it is of little con
sequence to tell them, "Don't worry, if 
you're ever threatened, we'll be there, 
we 'll be there. " That would be like say
ing to most Poles, "The check's in the 
mail." 

They look at history, like other na
tions have looked at history, and they 
know what has happened to them, and 
they know the powers who had power 
did not respond when power was avail
able and they were in trouble. I think 
it is unrealistic to think that we 
should expect the Poles to assume 
that, especially with some of the com
ments made by my colleagues on the 
floor in this debate over the last couple 
weeks about whether or not it is in our 
vital interest that Poland be free. That 

pean security. 
So, from the Polish standpoint, there 

is a clear, clear reason for them to 
know and understand that there is a 
big difference between being part of an 
alliance where the sacred word and 
trust of a nation is committed in ad
vance and being left to the vagaries of 
rationalization on the part of a coun
try after the fact to justify why they 
did or did not go to the aid ·of a country 
in question. It is a big difference. If it 
is not a big difference, then why do we 
have any treaties at all? 

With regard to the real world- let's 
look at the real world. The real world 
is, as my friend from Virginia has 
pointed out, that we have committed 
over $2 billion dealing with arms con
trol agreements and providing Amer
ican dollars to allow them to keep a 
commitment that they Inade with re
gard to arms control treaties. 

All of the Western European nations, 
the United States included, have con
tributed over $100 billion to Russia 
since the wall has come down and the 
empire has broken up. We, along with 
our other NATO allies, have taken the 
unprecedented step, accused by many 
on the right of having yielded our sov
ereignty to Russia by doing the NATO
Russian accords where they have full 
transparency within NATO. 

We have and continue to seek ways 
in which to restore-"restore" is the 
wrong word; there never was a democ
racy-seek to provide the cir
cuinstances where democracy can 
flourish in a market economy with 
American tax dollars and German tax 
dollars and French tax dollars. So 
there is no reason-no reason-whatso
ever for the Russians-no real world 
reason for the Russians to conclude 
that they are viewed as the enemy, the 
enemy by us. Any indirect comparison 
to the Weimar Republic is bizarre. We 
were exacting reparations from them; 
we are sending dollars, we are sending 
deutsche marks, we are sending francs , 
we are sending pounds to Russia, 
maybe not as much as we should, in 
the minds of some of us, but we are. 

With regard to the urgency, the 
worst time in the world to have to en
large an alliance is at the moment of 
threat, because then it leads the other 
country in question to conclude that if 
they do not act out what we fear they 
will do before the alliance is reached, 
they will be in a weaker position. 

I respectfully suggest that urgency 
isn't the question. The question relates 
to, Is this the time and the moment, 9 
years after the wall has come down
almost 9 years now after the wall has 
come down- to end once and for all the 
artificial boundaries and the ability of 
any nation, including Russia, to sug
gest that individual nations within 
Central and Eastern Europe do not 

have the ability to choose their own 
natural and national alliances? 

That is the urgency. The urgency is, 
the opportunity is here. It is the cheap
est way to do it. It did not come as a 
consequence of any fad. It was debated 
and reflected among the NATO nations, 
not a decision made alone by the 
United States of America. 

Fifteen other European nations 
thought it was in their interest and the 
interest of the West, did not feel that it 
would increase their jeopardy and of
fend the Russians to do this, and unani
mously all voted to take in these three 
nations. The only debate related to 
whether we should take in three or 
five. That was the debate among our 
NATO allies. 

So let me conclude-and I thank my 
colleague again for yielding this tiine
the urg·ency is that this is the most 
propitious time to end-to end-the ar
tificial division of Europe and the im
plicit recognition that any country in 
Europe, including Russia, has the right 
to some buffer zone or has the right to 
impact upon the national decisions of a 
neighbor in that neighbor's determina
tion to enter into a defensive alliance 
they view in their national interest-
and I emphasize the word "defensive." 

I yield the floor and thank my col
league. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Let 
me say to my colleague, I posed the 
question to you about urgency, and you 
answered it. And I commend you for 
that. I do not agree with your assess
ment of urgency. 

I think that, to me , "urgency" would 
be a military urgency, a perceived 
threat. It is not an urgent matter to 
make this decision today or tomorrow 
or within the next few months. It 
Inight be a matter that could, in your 
opinion, enhance the situation to pre
vent an emergency or an urgency, but 
I do not see it as that right now. 

You mentioned-the Senator 
from--

Mr. EIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for one point? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 
Mr. EIDEN. I ask, would the Senator 

not acknowledge when we expanded to 
bring in Greece and Turkey, expanded 
to bring in Spain, there was also no 
emergency? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Cor
rect. 

Mr. EIDEN. No more urgent than 
now. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. There 
was a Soviet Union then. 

Mr. EIDEN. A Soviet Union, but 
there was no specific threat that I am 
aware- specific change. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. The 
specific threat was the specific threat 
of the Soviet Union that was still 
there. 

Mr. EIDEN. I see. I am trying to de
fine-I mean, I am trying to get a 
clearer picture of what the Senator 
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means by "urgent." He is not sug
gesting it requires there be a Russian 
di vision breathing down the throat, 
making threats to come across the 
line, merely that there was this power, 
this entity, that existed that, if it 
chose to exercise its military strength, 
was a real threat. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Clear
ly, yes. It clearly had the capability to 
send an army into Western Europe if it 
so chose, if we had not stood up to stop 
it. 

I think the issue, though, of dividing 
lines-I believe the Senator used the 
term "dividing line" or "artificial 
lines" or "demarcations in Europe," 
saying, "See, I think it's the opposite." 
I think by doing this, we are creating 
artificial lines in Europe, and we are 
picking winners and losers. These 
three-why these three nations and not 
six, seven, eight others? 

And I think we are going to have a 
permanent sense of disruptions, if you 
will, now in Europe over the next sev
eral years as this debate comes up over 
and over and over again as to who is 
next and who would be the next coun
try to go in. 

As far as going back to 1939 and what 
happened-we have 100,000 troops in 
Europe today. If we had 100,000 troops 
in 1939, Hitler may not have come into 
Poland with his panzer divisions. I 
think that is a very important point 
here. It is not that we are sitting there 
in a sterile vacuum in Europe with 
nothing there. We have NATO now. We 
have armed forces there. And, again, 
my objective here is to see to it that 
we create an environment that, hope
fully, will see a peaceful relationship 
between the United States and Russia 
which will enhance the protection of 
these very nations that we talk about. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield on 
the point of 100,000 troops? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I think 

again we should focus on what my col
league from New Hampshire said about 
the real world. I think that is a legiti
mate point to make. 

The real world several years ago was, 
we had 338,000 American troops in Eu
rope. Today we have 100,000. That 
should make it awfully clear to Russia 
that ours is not an aggressive posture. 
The expansion of NATO is not for pur
poses of encircling and/or crushing 
Russia. The real world is, all indicia 
out there that are available for the 
Russians to look at-I understand the 
psychology, but the real world is, there 
is no threat, this is a defensive alli
ance. 

With regard to drawing lines-I do 
not suggest in any way, in mentioning 
what I am about to say, that my friend 
from New Hampshire in any way wish
es to ratify Yalta, but the practical 
fact of the matter is, Yalta was a deal 
made out of at the time, viewed by 
that President at the time, a necessary 

requirement to basically say, "Hey, 
look. Hey, look, you've got this sphere 
of influence. This is the line drawn in 
Europe." At the time, there was not 
this anticipation there was going to be 
this carnage that would result, there 
would be this overwhelming suppres
sion that would result. "But here is the 
deal. Here is the line we are going to 
draw you. You have this buffer zone." 
That is what it was all about. 

To say now that these nations cannot 
come in is to ratify in a different way 
but the same line. Why? "You can't 
come in because the successor to the 
Soviet Union-Russia-does not want 
you in." So when I say "redrawing the 
lines," I say, to say they cannot come 
in ratifies the old line drawn after 
World War II. 

And when you erase that line, it is, in 
my view-and I respect the Senator 
from New Hampshire and all those who 
oppose expansion, but I argue it does 
not send a line closer to the Soviet 
Union for purposes of encircling; it 
says that there is no automatic line ei
ther of us, East or West-Russia-the 
United States, Russia-Germany, Rus
sia-anyone else-is going to say, ipso 
facto, that no nation can make its own 
choice as to wherein they wish to have 
their alliance reside. That is what it 
says. That is what it says. 

So, therefore, when I say "redrawing 
a line"-excuse me, " erasing a line," 
the line I am talking about erasing is 
Yalta. And separate and apart from the 
physical occupation of those countries, 
at its root it was an admission and an 
acknowledgment of a sphere of influ
ence of one country over-over-the 
fate of other countries in Central and 
Eastern Europe on the grounds that to 
do otherwise would put them in jeop
ardy, they had a right to at least indi
rectly control the national decisions of 
those nations relative to where they 
viewed their security to lie, in what al
liance, if any. 

So to not extend, in fact, in my view, 
is a bold confirmation that that sphere 
of influence still remains. And that is a 
tragic historic mistake, in my view. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I real
ly would take issue with the compari
son between the situation today we are 
talking about with the expansion of 
NATO and Yalta. We had a ground war, 
a terrible war that impacted almost 
every nation in Europe, Western and 
Eastern, that was costly, and at the 
end of it, with two sides converging, 
the Americans and the Russians con
verging on Europe, basically, I believe 
in a horrible mistake- I think the Sen
ator would probably agree- the politi
cians sat down and carved up Europe 
and therein caused the problem that we 
faced. And from that came NATO and 
the cold war and everything else. 

This is not what we are talking about 
today. This is Russia today. This is a 
country that has had its ears pinned 
back pretty well as far as its conven-

tional forces. It still has a ton of nu
clear material and certainly nuclear 
weapons, tons of it, literally, that we 
are interested in working with them to 
get rid of. 

But I do not know what message it 
sends, not only to the American tax
payers but also to the Russians them
selves, to say, on one hand, as the Sen
ator is saying, that we would provide 
moneys to this empire, former evil em
pire, to take down their strategic sys
tems-and we are doing that with 
Nunn-Lugar and other funds-and, on 
the other hand, spend as much as $250 
billion to bring nations into an alliance 
to defend ourselves against that very 
same nation. Now, there is an incon
sistency there somewhere, that sooner 
or later somebody will figure out that 
it doesn't make sense. I think we have 
to understand that. 

I say to my colleague from Delaware, 
I am about to wrap up. I know the Sen
ator has a statement. I have been on 
the floor quite some time and I will 
yield in a moment. 

We are creating insiders and out
siders here. In my humble opinion, 
what we are going to do if we act on 
this this week is say to three nations, 
" You guys are winners; we are picking 
you." You talk about Yalta; if there is 
a comparison, that is it. They picked 
winners and losers at Yalta. We are 
picking winners arid losers. You three 
nations, the Czech Republic, Hungary 
and Poland, you are the good guys. You 
get the protection of NATO. 

Tomorrow, next year, or 3 years from 
now, depending on how this is resolved 
on the expansion vote here, depending 
on what amendments may pass, we will 
see this revisited again with other 
countries- whether it be Romania or 
some other country down the line, Slo
venia, and on and on, Latvian coun
tries. We will see this come up again 
and again. The same issue is g·oing to 
have to be argued again and again and 
the same hard feelings. 

Again, going· back to the position of 
the point of urgency, I just don't see 
what the urgency is to do that and to 
continue that kind of dialog and that 
kind of agitation. Basically, it is a per
manent agitation that will go on for 
years and years and years. If at any 
time the Russians, the nationalists in 
Russia, the Zhirinovskys of the world 
were to assume power or even to look 
like they were going to assume power, 
we do what we have to do . 

Adding these three insiders creates 
more outsiders. That is the issue. This 
is a perpetual anguish that will be 
taken up year after year after year 
here on the Senate floor and will be de
bated nationally, and all the difficul
ties-and I think if the Senator would 
talk to some of the arms control people 
in the current administration, he 
might be surprised at some of the in
formation they mig·ht give you on the 
QT as to how they feel about NATO ex
pansion and what it might do to the 
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strategic arms talks. I have talked to 
some of them, and it is interesting 
what they have to say. This will be dis
ruptive for the alliance as a whole , and 
as member nations are encouraged or 
compelled to take sides, it will cause 
stress in the whole alliance. 

The end of the cold war, NATO faces 
internal issues, serious ones about its 
means and its end, whether Bosnia
type missions are appropriate. Is a Bos
nia mission appropriate for NATO? Do 
we know that? We couldn't find unity 
in the Persian Gulf war when we had 
the threat from Saddam Hussein. We 
could not get unity. We saw evidence in 
the Libyan situation where the French 
Government refused to allow our air
craft to fly over their country. We have 
not had a big, rosy picture of unity 
even among NATO nations at all times, 
although the alliance has worked well 
on the whole. There are a lot of issues 
that need to be desperately looked at 
regarding the current NATO before we 
start exacerbating the problem by add
ing new nations. 

Enlargement, in my opinion, is a 
token, well intended, but a token and 
unimagined distraction from real prob
lems. That is my concern. I get a little 
tired of the old cold-war dividing line 
reference and how we left the countries 
out in the cold and somehow we owe 
them. 

A lot of Americans died, a lot of 
Americans put on uniforms, a lot of 
taxpayers ponied up to the tune of tril
lions and trillions of dollars to help 
them get that freedom. They earned it. 
I am glad they have it. Not letting 
them in NA TO is not going to do one 
thing to harm it at all . It may enhance 
it. In fact , in my humble opinion it will 
enhance it because we will draw the 
Russians, I believe, out toward the 
West and not to the East, which I be
lieve in the long run protects their 
freedoms. 

In conclusion, this should not be a 
sentimental decision about our historic 
relationship with Europe. It ought to 
be a hard-nosed decision about extend
ing a military guarantee to a precise 
piece of territory under current stra
tegic circumstances. 

I think, again, it is about the next 50 
years, not the last 50. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BID EN. Before the Senator 

leaves the floor, let me thank him 
again for allowing me to engage and be 
engaged while he spoke. 

Before he leaves the floor, I indicated 
to Senator WARNER, and at least in an 
informal way I invite the Senator- it 
requires no invitation- I invite the 
Senator from New Hampshire, maybe 
we can work out a time tomorrow 
where those interested in the cost issue 
would be here to debate. 

The cost of $250 billion for expansion 
of NATO is bizarre, in my humble opin-

ion. I will lay it out in detail why it is 
tomorrow. All of NATO combined, in
cluding our national budget now, 
doesn 't cost but half that, less than 
half of that. How adding three nations 
would more than increase over 200 per
cent over the cost--! guess I assume 
the Senator is talking over a · 10-year 
period-but essentially increase by 50 
percent the costs of NATO is beyond 
me. 

I think it may be orderly and useful 
to our colleagues and to the public if 
those of us who, as the Senator from 
New Hampshire does, have spent a lot 
of time researching the detail related 
to the cost in trying to decipher and 
explain the reasons for the inconsistent 
numbers. The inconsistent numbers re
late to what we talk about as the uni
fied budget, the national budget, and so 
on, what we allocate as part of our-for 
example, we spend a lot of money, $300 
billion a year, roughly, for defense. Is 
that all accountable to NATO? Do we 
say that the United States is spending 
$300 billion a year on NATO? What por
tion of that is the consequence of us 
belonging to NATO? When we build a 
runway and so on, is it because of 
NATO? 

The NATO budget and the cost relat
ing to expansion I think are very, very 
important and warrant a very focused 
and coherent presentation by each of 
us. 

I will be here tomorrow prepared to 
do my best to outline in detail why we 
are talking more on the order of $40 
million a year rather than $200 billion, 
and I will lay out my reasons. Hope
fully, Senator WARNER and Senator 
SMITH and others will come and lay out 
in detail why they believe rather than 
picking an estimate that has been set 
out by someone, explain how they ar
rive at those numbers. 

I must say, if you tell my constitu
ency to keep NATO-forget expanding, 
if you told them to keep NATO- it was 
going to cost them $250 billion , I imag
ine the referendum in my State would 
go through like a hot knife through 
butter. They would say get out. Obvi
ously, if you set a number where the 
costs could be from $40 million to $150 
billion, as I think the Princeton Sur
vey was, although I may have heard it 
incorrectly, that came hot off the 
press, obviously a majority of the peo
ple would say, "I am not for that. You 
mean to tell me I'm signing on for 150 
billion bucks?" 

I will be here tomorrow, and it might 
be useful to pick a time when we can be 
here, all of us interested in the cost, to 
debate it in some detail. 

In the meantime, I will take this op
portunity to make a broader statement 
and I will respond to some of the things 
said today. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Your colleague has 

said he would have a formal estimate 

of costs for Senator WARNER and that 
will arrive in a time we can do that 
kind of debate. 

Mr. BIDEN. It will arrive in the form 
of the Senator from Delaware. We do 
have a formal estimate of the cost, and 
the chairman of the full committee 
was, I think, being his usual diplomatic 
self in saying that. Maybe it is best 
that we debate this in a coherent way 
and a very specific way. So that is why 
he asked the Senator to submit in writ
ing, if I am not mistaken- Senator 
WARNER submit in writing; I was not 
here at the time-his questions and the 
basis of his analysis of the cost and he 
would come back with a formal re
sponse. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. BIDEN. Maybe we could all try 

to work out a time through our offices 
if they are listening, although I'm not 
sure when I speak my office listens, but 
if they are listening, maybe the other 
offices might see if we can coordinate a 
time on the floor tomorrow where we 
could enlighten one another and en
lighten the country about the cost of 
the matter. 

Mr. President, as the Senate begins 
reconsideration of the resolution of 
ratification for enlargement--and I and 
others who are for or against expansion 
all agree on one thing: I strongly be
lieve it was a mistake, for whatever 
scheduling reasons, to have brought 
this up, then delayed it, put other 
things before it, and then brought it 
back up. So my hope is- and those who 
support expansion and those who op
pose it have all communicated to their 
respective leaders that we hope noth
ing will intervene during the consider
ation of this debate so that we can give 
it the time and attention and detail 
that the public is entitled to. 

The truth of the matter is, all those 
folks sitting back behind the bar, back 
there on both sides, they, along with 
me and a number of others, have al
ready devoted hundreds of hours to 
this. This is not a new deal. This is not 
something that all of a sudden we woke 
up one morning and said, you know, I 
feel like expansion today, let's expand, 
and here we go, let's go through it. 
This has been a long, serious debate, 
which has taken place within NATO 

.among the military types and the po
litical types. It has taken place within 
the national governments of each of 
the other NATO nations. It has taken 
place within this country, within the 
administration. 

There was a NATO observers group 
that, in my 25 years in the Senate, was 
granted unprecedented access to the 
decisionmaking process. There were 28 
of us, the bulk of whom participated, 
while the decision to invite, if to in
vite, and who to invite, to join NATO 
was being made. We went to Europe on 
several occasions. I bet there were at 
least a half dozen trips of the NATO ad
visers to Europe to meet with the mili
tary in each of the existing NATO 
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countries and all of the aspirant coun
tries. 

I myself spent time with my col
league, Dr. Haltzel , next to me here at 
the moment. We went to Russia, we 
went to Poland, we went to the Czech 
Republic, and to Hungary, and to Slo
venia, and we met with all of the rel
evant parties-every leader of every 
major faction within the political spec
trum in Russia today. We had long, pri
vate, and sometimes contentious, but 
always frank meetings. We met with 
military personnel. We met with the 
Polish Chief of Staff of the military. 
We met with the Defense Minister, the 
Prime Minister, and every major play
er. We did the same in each of the 
countries in question. We have hosted 
the NAC. I was at a meeting with Sen
ator ROTH-I am the cochair and he is 
the chair of the NATO observer group-
where there was so much brass in the 
room, I thought the floor was going to 
crack. If I am not mistaken- and I may 
be mistaken- I think the person com
parable to our chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was present for every 
one of the nations in question, every 
one of them. I am serious. We debated 
and we argued and we discussed. It was 
open and frank. There is nothing new 
about this, and there is nothing quick 
about it. 

The wall went down almost 9 years 
ago. The Soviet Union crumbled. It 
ended its existence. That was not yes
terday, but a long while ago, in polit
ical terms. No one rushed out to judg
ment. The other thing I should point 
out is that we, under Secretary Perry, 
the predecessor to Senator Nunn, sent 
out a group of what he called the Perry 
principles, the requirements that 
each-I said Senator Nunn, who was 
our colleague who I wish was still here; 
he has a different view from me on 
this. Senator Cohen is the Secretary of 
Defense. I know it, Bill , if you are lis
tening, I know it is Senator Cohen. But 
the truth of the matter is that Sec
retary Perry set out some criteria that 
were minimum requirements for any 
aspirant country to have to meet. By 
the way, just setting out criteria has 
fundamentally changed the dynamic 
and the picture in Central and Eastern 
Europe , without even joining NATO. 

If I told my colleagues in 1992 that I 
believed by the year 1998 that we would 
have a circumstance where there was 
an accommodation to the Hungarian 
minority in Romania or that any bor
der disputes or claims were settled by 
Eastern European countries- and I 
could name them-and a whole range of 
other things, that there would be total 
civilian control of the military in Po
land, et cetera, I think they would 
have thought that probably wasn' t 
going to happen. But because we said 
to all nations who wish to be part of 
NATO, hey, look, there are certain 
basic drop-dead requirements to even 
be considered, democracies who lack 

imperial designs , abide by certain 
rules , and here are the minimum rules 
even to get in the game , and we laid 
them out-I might note , parentheti
cally, that I attended a conference with 
some leading Chinese Government 
folks-not dissidents- and we get the 
same kind of arguments with regard to 
China. If you want China to continue 
its market programs and market 
economies, you have to go easy on 
them. You have to back up and you 
have to slow up. 

The question I raised there was, hey, 
wait a minute, if in fact you want to be 
part of the civilized world and seek civ
ilized behavior and civilized treatment, 
when you sign an agreement and make 
a deal , should we not hold you to that 
deal? There are certain minim um re
quirements to be able to establish your 
bona fides as even an aspirant democ
racy or a market economy. 

In the case of Russia, can anybody in 
Russia say now, next year, or could 
they say yesterday that the minimum 
requirement for a peaceful democracy 
is , by the way, my neighbor has a right 
to choose, assuming it is nonthreat
ening to me, whatever alliance they 
wish. It is called their national sov
ereignty. We relinquish any claim to 
hegemony. It seems to me to be a min
imum nonstarter if you fail to do that, 
a minimum requirement, a nonstarter, 
if you fail to do that. How have we 
threatened Russia? I am the author of 
the act that became the Freedom Sup
port Act under President Bush. What 
have we done to threaten Russia? The 
irony is how the tables are turned here. 

In the early 1970's, some of my con
servative colleagues would look at me 
as if I were an apologist for the Soviet 
Union. And here I am now saying ex
pand NA TO to include these three na
tions, assuming they meet the criteria, 
and extend beyond what we already 
have, a hand of friendship and help to 
Russia. They are not inconsistent. As a 
matter of fact , in my humble opinion, 
if you would like to diminish the drive 
toward democratization in Russia, 'if 
you would like to diminish the pros
pects of an emerging market economy 
in Russia, let the browns and the reds , 
let the nationalists within Russia crow 
about how their unsatisfactory re
sponse to expansion in NATO was the 
reason why the United States did not 
go along and vote to expand NATO. If 
you want to give antidemocratic forces 
in Russia a boost, that is a good one. 
That is the one to do. 

That is not the intention of any of 
my colleagues. This is a legitimate, 
honest , and open debate. I am not ques
tioning the motives of any man or 
woman in this body. Not a one of us de
sire anything other than security in 
Europe and a democratic Russia. That 
is a universe that all of us can agree on 
in this body. 

I think we kind of have it backwards, 
because, as I said earlier, I think what 

is strung throughout this, as Senator 
WARNER and Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire- I do not want to put words 
in their mouths. So I will say they did 
not take str bng exception to my saying 
what this is really about is whether or 
not there should be a NATO; not 
whether or not to expand NATO but 
whether or not there should be a 
NATO. That is a legitimate debate. We 
have not addressed that in 50 years. 
For 50 years , we have said this is a 
good thing. The world has changed, as 
they point out. It is legitimate to de
bate whether or not we should even 
have NATO. But let's not confuse ex
panding to include these three coun
tries with whether or not there should 
even be a NATO. If it is about NATO 
and its existence, let's debate it. Be
cause, as I said, I constantly hear, 
What is the threat? My response is, If 
you don ' t think there is any threat 
now or in the future, why NATO? Why 
not save a lot more money? Why not 
bring all 100,000 folks home? Let 's do 
that. Some would say, yes, let 's do 
that. But I think it is real important 
we get our facts straight. After a tre
mendous amount of study and discus
sion by more than 70 Senators and 4 
different committees, and the Senate 
NATO observer group, before we began 
the debate, we began on the floor last 
month to focus attention on whether 
we were going to vote up or down for or 
against expansion. 

So I welcome this climactic debate. 
As with many momentous decisions, 
there are legitimate questions to be 
asked, and it is al ways easier to cri ti
cize than create. But, Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues not to fall into the 
trap of failing to see the forest for the 
trees. Let 's step back a little bit and 
take a look at the big picture. 

By enlarging NATO membership to 
include Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, we will merely be 
catching up with reality. For cen
turies, these three countries have been 
part of the West. Four decades of Com
munist oppression and isolation was 
the historical aberration that has been 
all but corrected culturally and eco
nomically. Prague, Budapest, and War
saw are now every bit as European as 
Madrid, Paris, and Berlin. It would be, 
in my view, indeed, perverse to recre
ate Stalin's immoral and artificial di
viding line through the heart of Eu
rope. Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic belong in NATO, and in the 
European Union. They will soon join 
these organizations. 

I would parenthetically note , if you 
were a Russian and you had the choice 
of having other European nations near 
you join NATO, or join the EU, I sus
pect they would view their economic 
interests as the most negatively im
pacted upon by the EU being enlarg·ed 
and them not being a part of it. 
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What are we talking about? We talk 

about how we are offending the Euro
peans or expanding the EU. We are of
fending Russia to expand the European 
Union. Great. Great. You are sitting in 
Russia. Hey, good idea. I now have bi
lateral relationships that work pretty 
well with Poland and with Hungary and 
with these other countries. But I will 
tell you, they are now going to join the 
EU, and we don 't get a piece of the ac
tion. 

Look, you cannot have it both ways. 
If this is about Russian pride, Russians 
feeling they are not part of the West, 
Russians not being involved in a way 
that they see their future in the West, 
then how does isolating them economi
cally in the same way it is isolating 
them militarily, how does that con
vince any Russian leader? " They won' t 
let me sell my widgets in Paris. But 
they say I am part of the West. They 
are welcoming me. I need to sell my 
widgets so I can employ my people." 

The same polls we hear bandied 
about-the last poll I recall being con
ducted in Russia, the Russian people 
didn't even raise NATO on the scale of 
concern. Zero. Literally zero, of little 
or no concern to them. 

So it would be perverse if we were to 
say that, "Hey, by the way, you can' t 
join NA TO until you are part of the 
EU. " As if Russia is going to say, " Oh, 
that's a good idea. I really want Poland 
in the EU and a member of NATO. That 
will make me feel a lot better. " 

It is kind of hard to get a handle on 
this. But let me just read this poll: 53 
percent say Poland-this is in Russia, a 
Gallup poll, March 14 of this year- 53 
percent say Poland should be allowed 
to join NATO. 

Did you hear what I just said? Fifty
three percent say Poland should be al
lowed to join NATO; 57 percent say the 
Czech Republic should be allowed to 
join NATO; 54 percent say Hungary 
should be allowed to join NATO, and 25 
percent had no view on the matter. 
Threat? That is one of the reasons I 
think, by the way, that the Russian 
people think that, No. 1. This is conjec
ture on my part; no poll says this. I 
cannot cite any evidence of this. But I 
think they are like the American peo
ple. They are pretty smart, intuitively 
pretty smart. They know if Poland is 
part of NATO that any of the hare
brained schemes any of their leaders 
may have in the future about sending 
their boys to Poland will be elimi
nated. I think they are pretty smart. 
They kind of have us figured out. 

If, in fact, national Poland is a part 
of NATO, they realize their political 
leadership in the future , as well as 
what is already done now, will have to 
finally shed 500 years, from czar 
through commissar, of a notion that 
somehow in American terms there is a 
manifest destiny for Russia to control 
Poland or any other place west of their 
boundaries. 

Don't you kind of find it fascinating 
that a majority of the Russian people 
say these countries should be able to 
join? We talk about this like it is a 
vacuum, where we are operating in a 
vacuum. How about all those European 
countries, our allies? I am not sug
gesting we should take a different kind 
of poll; that is, the more nations that 
agree, the better it is. But in counter 
to the argument that you know the 
best way to bring Russia around per
manently is not to have NATO ex
panded. But the countries who are 
most threatened by Russia over the 
years, don't you kind of find it fas
cinating they think expansion is a good 
idea? We hardly agree with the French 
on anything. We can't even agree with 
them on Coca-Cola. We hardly have 
similar values. We hardly agree on any 
foreign policy national matter, except 
NATO. They think it is a good idea. 
The Brits think it is a good idea. The 
Danes and Spaniards think it is a good 
idea. The Italians and Greeks think it 
is a good idea. It is the only thing the 
Greeks and Turks agree on. 

Those who argue for expansion some
times exaggerate the benefits that flow 
from this picture. I assure you that 
those who argue against expansion 
vastly exaggerate it and the potential 
damage that can be done to the emer
gence of a democracy in Russia. 

I ask my colleagues: What are we 
worried about? Are we worried about 
Russia? Of course, in public most Rus
sian politicians will grouse about 
NATO enlargement. Public pronounce
ments cost them nothing. But from my 
many conversations with Russian poli
ticians, both here and in Moscow, I can 
tell you that not one- not one, I re
peat, not one- think that the entry of 
Poland and Hungary and the Czech Re
public into NATO will constitute a 
military threat to Russia, including a 
long private luncheon with 
Chernomyrdin not too long ago-2 
weeks, 3 weeks ago, whenever he was 
here last. 

Now, it would be my opponents, the 
opponents of enlargement in this coun
try, who will cite a range of issues on 
which Russia and the United States 
have different policies and then point 
the wagging finger at NATO enlarge
ment as the universal culprit. One size 
fits all. Secretary Albright used an apt 
metaphor when she labeled NATO en
largement as the opponents' " El Nino. " 
They blame it for everything wrong in 
the United States-Russian relation
ship. 

But even a superficial familiarity 
with the recent history of our relation
ship gives the lie to such illogic. Rus
sian Communists and ultranationalists 
were against ratifying START II before 
NATO enlargement was even a gleam 
in the eyes of Lech Walesa and Havel, 
let alone U.S. policy. Why were Rus
sian Communists and ultranationalists 
against it? I'll tell you why. Because 

American arms control negotiators did 
a heck of a job, and Russia knew it. 

That does not mean that ratifying 
START II isn't in Russia's self-inter
est. It is. But it will take some hard 
swallowing for them to take that step. 
It's all part of Russia coming to terms 
with the end of an empire. And this dif
ficult psychological adjustment lies at 
the root of the Russian rhetoric 
against NATO enlargement. But I re
peat, when you get down to brass tacks 
in discussions with Russian leaders, ab
solutely none of them think that their 
country's security will be threatened 
by Polish, Czech, or Hungarian troops 
being part of NATO-none. 

Why should they worry? Do my col
leagues really believe NATO is any
thing but a defensive alliance? Surely 
they don't want to validate crude Rus
sian cold war stereotypes of NATO as a 
rapacious aggressor just waiting to in
vade Mother Russia. We all know that 
NATO never had a plan to invade Rus
sia. Do you know what? The Russians 
know it, too. How do I know that? 
They know it because thanks to the 
NATO-Russia Founding Act, which was 
signed in Paris last May, Russians have 
a permanent physical presence at 
NATO headquarters in Brussels and at 
SHAPE headquarters in Mons, Bel
gium. They take part in all discussions 
with NATO members, and they see for 
themselves that NATO has no hostile 
intentions. 

If they don't believe my analysis, let 
me quote from an article by the De
fense Minister of the Russian Federa
tion in the spring of 1999 edition of the 
NATO Review. The very fact that the 
Russian Defense Minister is now con
tributing, I might add, to the NATO 
Review, I believe says something in 
itself, as does the title of his article: 
" We Are Not Adversaries, We Are Part
ners. '' 

Although the Russian Defense Min
ister repeats the obligatory negative 
attitude toward NATO expansion, the 
vast majority of his article stresses the 
positive. In particular, he declares: 

Today it is an established fact that Russia 
and NATO no longer regard each other as ad
versaries. * * * Moreover, a partnership in 
maintaining peace and security on the con
tinent has begun to take shape in our rela
tions. The NATO-Russia Founding Act is an 
example of this. 

It doesn't sound to me like a guy who 
thinks that expansion jeopardizes the 
security interest of his country. So 
let's give the Russians a little credit 
for being intelligent, thinking people 
who are not captives of outdated, ideo
logical propaganda. From the Gallup 
Poll I read you, clearly the Russian 
people are not. And, obviously, the 
Russian military is not either. 

If some of my colleagues still don't 
believe me, I direct their attention to 
the balance sheet of recent Russian 
international behavior. On the nega
tive side , from America's point of view, 
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is their unwillingness to follow our 
lead on inspections of suspected Iraqi 
military sites, weapons sites. 

Does anyone really think this had 
anything whatsoever to do with NATO 
enlargement? Russia has two centuries 
worth of involvement in the Middle 
East, has had Iraq as a major client for 
decades, has a foreign minister who 
specializes in that area and has had a 
lengthy personal friendship with Sad
dam Hussein. It is nothing to do with 
NATO. 

I may be wrong, but I doubt that 
when Mr. Primakov and Saddam Hus
sein get together, they talk about the 
evils of the enlargement of NATO. 

And, I might add parenthetically, if 
the reason why the Russians didn't go 
along with our plan-someone explain 
to me, my ancestors, the French, how 
did they arrive at that? Was their deci
sion to side with Russia relative to in
spectors because of NA TO enlarge
ment? I think it was. I think it was. It 
is bizarre-I am only joking. I don't 
think it was. 

So, you can't have it both ways. It is 
often cited: You know, they were with 
us in the gulf war. France was with us 
in the gulf war. It was a different cir
cumstance. A country had been in
vaded. They are not with us now, nor is 
France with us this time. 

How about Iran, another irritant in 
our relationship with Russia? Russia's 
involvement with Persia is even older 
than that with the Arab world. We cer
tainly must and do oppose Russian in
vestment in Iran and arms shipments 
and technology transfers to that coun
try. But, again, their policies are 
grounded on historic geopolitics on 
their southern flank, economic dis
tress, and lax controls-not on NATO 
expansion. 

Or let me frame the issue another 
way. I ask the critics of NATO enlarge
ment, if NATO rejects enlargement, re
buffs Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic, who have met NATO's rigid 
membership qualifications, is anyone 
going to be prepared to come to the 
floor here-the staffs of the opponents 
are listening here-is anyone going to 
come to the floor and say, if we reject 
NATO expansion, and we do it on the 
floor in the next week or so, that out of 
heartfelt gratitude you are going to see 
Russia break off relations with Iran, 
break off relations with Iraq-which is 
what we wish them to do-and imme
diately ratify the START agreement? 
What do you think? 

If Senator ROTH and I lose on this 
one, I'm willing to bet you a year's sal
ary, and that is all I have is my salary. 
It 's plenty, but that's all I have. I am 
willing to bet you a year's salary
that's a joke. I'm not allowed to bet on 
the floor. I don 't really mean it. I'll get 
letters saying BIDEN is gambling with 
his salary. But I will bet you anything 
that I'm allowed to bet that cir
cumstances, in terms of the ties with 

Iran and Iraq, will increase, not dimin- 53,000 pieces of heavy equipment in this 
ish; that there will be less prospect for decade. And the process continues. 
future arms control because the na- Does that sound like a country that 
tionalists will have prevailed and they is opting out, figuring there is a threat 
will triumph, and they will trumpet and they are going to stop and start to 
their triumph. So, look, if NATO ex- rebuild? Not only not rebuild it, they 
pansion is the reason these bad things are continuing to meet their obliga
are happening to the extent they are tions under the CFE Treaty and de
happening, then obviously, if it 's de- straying military equipment. 
feated, a lot of good things are going to Let me say that again. More than 
happen. Don't hold your breath. 53,000 tanks, armored personnel car-

Let's turn to the other side of the riers, artillery pieces and helicopters, 
ledger and go back for a minute to and guess what, NATO enlargement 
arms control. What is Russia's recent hasn't stopped this remarkable process 
record? I keep hearing from my friend on multilateral disarmament, and it 
from Virginia: You know it's going to won't stop it after Poland, Hungary 
be the end of arms control. Everything and the Czech Republic finally join the 
is going to come to a screeching halt alliance. 
because this occurred, because we Finally, NATO enlargement has not 
voted to expand- so on and so forth. prevented Russian forces from serving 
Let's look at the record. Much as oppo- side by side with U.S. forces under 
nents of NATO enlargement would like NATO command in Bosnia. In my last 
to forget, the facts are that within the of several trips to Bosnia, I was stand
past year the state Duma and Federa- ing at what we call Camp McGovern. I 
tion Council have ratified two criti- was standing out in the field talking to 
cally important international treaties. an American one-star general. A Rus
One is the Flank Document to the sian colonel who looked every bit like 
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Eu- the guy who fought Sylvester Stallone 
rope. As the Presiding Officer and all in Rocky IV, whatever that was, ram
my colleagues know, that is the treaty rod straight, 6 foot 3, wearing a Rus
that talks about how much materiel, · sian uniform, comes up, seeks to inter
armored personnel carriers, et cetera, rupt, salutes the American general and 
weapons, heavy weapons that each side asks what his orders are. 
could have and where they could have I don 't know. For all this lack of co-
them. operation we are talking about, how 

We just modified that agreement. much the Russians hate expansion, 
They ratified it-an arms control how much they view it as a threat, how 
agreement. it is going to bring to a crashing end 

With regard to the Chemical Weapons any cooperation on military matters~ 
Convention, I was told once we passed on arms control, conventional and 
it here, that would be the end of it in strategic, I don't see it. I see no evi
the Duma. If I am not mistaken, it was dence to suggest that. 
almost the very day we were in either For someone like me of the cold war 
Paris or Spain where the President and generation, this was mind-boggling to 
the 15 other NATO heads of state were watch this Russian colonel salute an 
inviting-inviting-these three addi- American general. In spite of the pol
tional countries to join that by an icy differences between Moscow and 
overwhelming vote, their version of our Washington with regard to Bosnian 
Senate and House, the Duma, went Serbs, cooperation on the ground is ex
ahead and overwhelmingly ratified a emplary. I heard the same thing from · 
very controversial arms control agree- the Russian Ambassador who is deputy 
ment requiring them to destroy thou- to the American civilian administrator 
sands of tons of chemical weapons. in Brcko when I was in Bosnia. I 

Even now, the Yeltsin government scarcely need to say that neither the 
has pledged to push for ratification of Russian colonel nor the Russian Am
ST ART II. Russia is well ahead of bassador had even one word to say 
schedule in its destruction obligations about NATO enlargement. It was a 
under START I, and the Russians con- nonissue to them. In fairness, there 
tinue to work with us in implementing was no way I brought it up. It wasn't 
the vitally important Nunn-Lugar Co- like they raised it and I responded. No
operative Threat Reduction Program. body said anything to me. 
That doesn't sound like a country that The salient point which the 
is so blinded by hatred for NATO en- naysayers would like to obscure is that 
largement that it is opting out of NATO enlargement is simply a matter 
international arms control agreements. of catching up with reality. It would be 

How about cooperation in conven- nothing less than grotesque, in my 
tional weapons? I mig·ht add, view, for the U.S. Senate, out of a to
Chernomyrdin, when he met with us tally misplaced fear of offending Rus
here, predicted by the end of summer, sian sensibilities, to consign the thor
he was confident that they would rat- oughly Western Poles, Czechs and Hun
ify the START II treaty. But how garians either to Moscow 's sphere of 
about conventional weapons? Russia influence or to a "gray zone" in Cen
and the United States and 28 other tral Europe. 
countries signed the CFE Treaty and, Imposed spheres of influence have no 
as a consequence , destroyed more than place in Europe in the 21st century. 
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Every country must have the right to 
choose its own political system, its 
own economic system, its own cultural 
direction and its own security arrange
ments, including whether or not to join 
the alliance. If we would reject the 
Poles, the Czechs and Hungarians for 
fear of antagonizing the Russians, the 
only people we would be helping would 
be the Russian ultranationalists and 
Communists by validating their out
dated, vicious portrait of the United 
States, a view not shared by the demo
crats. 

The worst you hear, by the way, in 
Russia from Russian democrats, the 
worst you hear is not that "we think 
expansion is a threat, we think expan
sion will be a problem to us. " We know 
it is not. The worst you hear is " this 
expansion will or might give fodder to 
the ultranationalists and the Com
munists in our battle to establish de
mocracy." That is the worst you hear
the worst you hear. 

The only people, in my view, we 
would be helping if we rejected expan
sion would be the ul tranationalists and 
Communists by, again, validating their 
outdated and vicious portrait of the 
West and their outdated and dangerous 
notion of what they are entitled to do 
in terms of influencing their neighbors. 

That rather obvious conclusion 
brings up a more basic point, which is 
regularly glossed over by the oppo
nents of NATO enlargement. The 
choice is not between enlarging or 
maintaining the status quo; the harsh 
reality is that the status quo is not an 
option. 

It is myopic, in my view, to believe 
that three booming, vigorous Central 
European countries, all of whom have 
bitter historical memories of Russian 
domination, if rebuffed by NATO would 
sit idly by and trust good fortune to 
protect them. 

It should be obvious that they will 
not. They didn't do it in the interwar 
period earlier in this century, and they 
wouldn't do it now. The renationaliza
tion of security policy would take 
place, undoing all the stability that 
has been painstakingly created since 
the fall of communism. It would allow 
the poisonous forces of ethnic and reli
gious hatred and international crime 
to regain a foothold in that volatile re
gion. 

Nearly 60 million highly educated, 
talented Central Europeans are ready 
and willing to contribute to the secu
rity of the North Atlantic area. All 
three candidate countries have carried 
out rigorous reforms to conform to 
NATO's political and military stand
ards. All three have already contrib
uted to NATO-led missions in the gulf 
war and in Bosnia. They will be an in
valuable asset in controlling the forces 
of chaos and destruction that are now 
the real threats in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Indeed, this is the basic ration
ale for NATO enlargement-to extend 

the zone of peace and stability in Eu
rope. It is a zone within which democ
racies do not fight with each other and 
which other countries, Russia included, 
need not fear. 

Obviously, there are certain risks as
sociated with NATO enlargement, as 
there are with any policy initiative. 
But the risk of not enlarging NATO, of 
not catching up with history, in my 
view, are far greater. 

One other word about history. In the 
frantic flurry of last-minute attempts 
to derail ratification of NATO enlarge
ment, I have even heard the accusation 
that we would be undermining the 
young Russian democracy, of helping 
to create a so-called "Weimar Russia." 
Well, that charge wins the prize for his
toric illiteracy. 

After World War I, the victorious al
lies imposed punitive reparations upon 
Weimar Germany and kept it 'Out of the 
League of Nations until 1926. 

After the cold war, on the contrary, 
the victorious West has done exactly 
the opposite with Russia. The United 
States and Western Europe have 
pumped more than $100 billion in aid 
and investment into Russia and have 
brought Russia into the international 
bodies where it was formerly not rep
resented. They have even brought Rus
sia into a working relationship with 
the inner councils of NATO itself. 

So please, in this round of Senate de
bate, let us spare ourselves hearing 
about "Weimar Russias" and "Iron 
Rings" and other ridiculous historic 
constructions. We are building a part
nership with Russia which can con
tinue to grow. Later in this session, 
Senators will have the opportunity to 
strengthen this process by voting re
soundingly for the administration's en
hanced funding request for assistance 
to Russia and the Nunn-Lugar pro
gram. I want to see all those who are 
opposed to expansion of NA TO on the 
grounds of, it is going to off end Russia, 
to step up to the ball and do what they 
say they really are concerned about. 
Let us see them vote for enhanced 
funding for assistance to Russia and 
the Nunn-Lugar program. 

Another canard of the opponents of 
enlargement is that we will saddle the 
American taxpayer with mountainous 
new costs. Although I would invite my 
colleagues who wish to debate this to 
set a time tomorrow to do that, and do 
it in a coherent way, let me very brief
ly speak to that. 

Fortunately, we now have indis
putable facts to refute this element of 
the basic scare tactic which is being 
engaged in: Is it going to cost $250 bil
lion? $125 billion? and so on. NATO offi
cials estimate that the total common 
cost of enlargement is $1.5 billion over 
10 years. Of this, the share of the 
United States will be approximately 
$400 million, or an average of about $40 
million per year over 10 years. And 
that is based upon our accepting the 

same proportion of responsibility for 
enlargement as we have for NATO thus 
far-burdensharing as we have been en
gaged in it for the past 20 years. 

As I said, later in the floor debate I 
hope to have an opportunity to explain 
this official cost estimate in some 
vivid detail. For now, however, I refer 
the doubters to the analysis of two U.S. 
Government agencies, the General Ac
counting Office and the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

The GAO concluded last month that 
NATO's approach to determining the 
$1.5 billion estimate over 10 years is 
reasonable. The CBO, which tradition
ally uses worst-case analysis as a hedge 
against any surprises in the future, set 
the common cost at $2.5 billion over 
the next 10 years. 

The worst estimate is one-tenth of 
what the worst estimate suggested by 
our colleagues is. Even the CBO figure, 
however, would yield an annual Amer
ican contribution that amounts to only 
.15 percent of our total defense budg
et-.15 percent-almost only one-tenth 
of 1 percent. 

One final word is in order. No resolu
tion, or even final legislation, is per
fect. And there may be a few areas in 
the resolution of ratification that 
could be improved upon. Senator 
HELMS and I plan to offer an en bloc 
managers' amendment that includes 
several of the amendments proposed to 
date. 

I anticipate that in these coming 
days several other amendments to the 
resolution of ratification will be of
fered and we will have ample time to 
discuss them. So I will not go into de
tail now. But, Mr. President, I see my 
senior colleague from Delaware is on 
the floor, so let me wrap up what I am 
about to say and what I have been say
ing in order to give him a chance to 
speak. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that the resolution of ratification is 
thoroughly a bipartisan product, as 
you will soon hear from my colleague 
from Delaware, a product in the com
mittee crafted by the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
HELMS and myself, with significant 
input from other members of the com
mittee and our respective staffs. It was 
voted out· of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Cammi ttee by a vote of 16-2 after 
hundreds and hundreds of pages of re
corded testimony for and against ex
pansion. 

I urge my colleagues to reread the 
resolution before offering amendments, 
for upon careful scrutiny, some of them 
prove to be superfluous, others harm
ful, and some both. 

An example of this is the amendment 
introduced by my friend and distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
which would mandate a 3-year pause 
for additional countries before they 
could be invited to join the alliance, if 
they were to be invited. This would tie 
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our hands diplomatically, Mr. Presi- I thank the Chair, and I now am 
dent, if, for example, a clearly qualified happy to yield the floor to my col
country like Austria should apply for · league from Delaware, Senator ROTH. 
membership, and will put an arbitrary Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
hold on Slovenia's case for membership The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
which I believe is already convincing. COATS). The Senator from Delaware. 

Other amendments offered by my Mr. ROTH. First, let me express my 
friend, the distinguished senior Sen- gratitude and thanks to my colleague, 
ator from New York, for whom I have the junior Senator from Delaware, for 
no higher regard, would require new his effective leadership in this most 
NATO members to first join the Euro- important foreign affairs matter. He, of 
pean Union. This, in my view, equates course, speaks as an expert, as one who 
apples and oranges, forgetting that the is the ranking member of the Foreign 
criteria to qualify for those two organi- Relations Committee and, of course, 
zations are dramatically different. cochairs with me the Senate observer 

Moreover, his amendment would turn group. I just want to publicly acknowl
the institutional history of the last 50 edge the strong leadership role he is 
years on its head. Traditionally, NATO playing in what I consider the most im
membership has preceded EU member- portant foreign policy matter that will 
ship. And I would further add that he come before this Congress. 
chooses, as we are trying to come up PRIVILEGE oF THE FLOOR 
with a new architect for the security of Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
Europe, a requirement to go forward imous consent David Stephens of Sen
first by a group of which we are not a ator KYL's staff be permitted on the 
member and in which we have no say. floor for the duration of the debate on 

We are not a member of the EU. To NATO enlargement. 
suggest that, before we could consider The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
membership in NATO, it has to be de- objection, it is so ordered. 
cided by the EU whether or not they Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as the Sen
can join essentially takes us out of the ate resumes consideration of the reso
game. And every time we have been lution of ratification for NATO en
taken out of the game in Europe-I largement, I would like to commend 
might note parenthetically, this is not my colleagues for the debate that has 
a direct analogy-but every time we occurred thus far. 
have been taken out of the game or In the few days that the Senate has 
taken ourselves out, there has been already dedicated to this important 
real trouble in Europe. We are still a issue, and I speak before the debate 
European power. We must remain a Eu- today, some 21 Members of this Cham
ropean power. We must continue to ber have expressed their views. I have 
have a major say in the structures of listened intently to their arguments 
Europe, because we have found, when and I have been impressed by the sub
we do not, nothing good usually hap- stantive dialog. This vote on NATO and 
pens. its future is perhaps the most impor-

Still other amendments proposed by tant foreign policy decision we will 
the junior Senator from Texas and the make since the end of the cold war. I 
junior Senator from Missouri would appreciate the efforts my colleagues 
use the enlargement ratification proc- have dedicated to this matter. 
ess as a vehicle to alter the very fun- I have long felt that NATO enlarge
damentals of the NATO treaty that ex- ment is a policy whose time is past 
ists today, either by changing the rules due. The case for NATO enlargement is 
of the North Atlantic Council or by indisputable. The accession of Poland, 
putting severe restrictions on non-arti- the .Czech Republic and Hungary, the 
cle V missions-an issue that is being only three countries that are the focus 
debated right now within NATO. of the resolution before us, will, with-

! want to put my colleagues on no- out a doubt, strengthen the alliance. It 
tice that I will oppose any amendments will eliminate the stabilizing and im
that will undermine the most success- moral dividing lines imposed upon Eu
ful military alliance in history. rope by dictators of the past. It will 

Mr. President, nearly 50 years ago, consolidate peace and stability on that 
NATO was founded to counter a Soviet continent. A stable and peaceful Eu
threat in Western Europe and to estab- rope will benefit the entire trans
lish stability in the rest of Europe. atlantic community, as well as Russia. 
Today, the new threat is instability I could elaborate on these points and 
itself arising out of ethnic and reli- other important benefits of NATO en
g'ious conflicts. And this is, at a min- largement, but I have done that on 
imum, a hedge against any future many occasions in the past. Today, in
wrongheaded decisions by Russia. En- stead, I wish to address a number of ar
larging NATO to include Poland, the guments that I have heard made di
Czech Republic, and Hungary is a rectly against this important policy. 
unique opportunity to expand the zone For example, in the course of our de
of stability in the continent. It serves bate it has been incorrectly asserted 
America's interest, Europe's interest, that the Senate is rushing this impor
and the world's interest. I am abso- tant debate and that it remains inad
lutely confident, if we do this, history equately prepared to address this issue. 
will record, as well, it serves Russian This is wrong. Few issues of national 
interests. security have been as extensively ex-

amined by the Congress as well as the 
public. NATO enlargement has been 
the topic of countless editorials and 
opinion pieces in national and local pa
pers. By one estimate, over 1,000 schol
arly article opinion pieces and edi
torials on NATO enlargement have 
been published in leading journals 
since 1994. A quick count of editorials 
and opinion pieces in the New York 
Times found that it has run some 72 
such articles over the past 3 years. A 
quick survey of the Washington Post 
found another 90 over the same period 
of time. In other words, these two na
tionally syndicated papers have pub
lished articles on NATO enlargement 
at a rate exceeding one every 10 days. 
This does not take into account the 
other important national, local jour
nals. 

I might suggest that those who be
lieve this issue has not been well vet
ted may not be reading the right pa
pers. Either that or they have not been 
interested enough in the issue to be 
aware that a debate concerning this 
policy has been waged for 3 years. Over 
the last 2 years, some 15 States-in
cluding my first State, Delaware-have 
passed resolutions endorsing nuclear 
enlargement. Moreover, this policy has 
been endorsed by countless civic public 
policy, political, business, and veteran 
organizations. 

I point to a chart beside me, the 
number of organizations that have sup
ported NATO enlargement. All of our 
outstanding veteran organizations, the 
AMVETS, the American Legion, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars-just to men
tion a few-have all endorsed NATO en
largement. We could point to the many 
other organizations that have done ex
actly the same. 

Congress itself has been deeply en
gaged in NATO enlargement from the 
very beginning of this policy initiative. 
In fact, Congress has not only done its 
homework on this matter, Congress 
has led the charge for NATO enlarge
ment. I think that is particularly im
portant to understand, that Congress 
has been in the lead on NATO enlarge-
ment. · 

Its committees have examined in de
tail the military, intelligence, foreign 
policy and budgetary implications of 
this long overdue initiative. 

Since last July alone, thirteen hear
ings have been conducted on NATO en
largement by the Senate Committees 
on Foreign Relations, Armed Services, 
Appropriations, and Budg·et. 

The Senate NATO Observer Group, 
which I chair with Senator JOE BIDEN, 
has convened seventeen times with, 
among others, the President, the Sec
retaries of State and Defense, NATO's 
Secretary General, and the leaders of 
the three invitee countries. 

In support of these Congressional ini
tiatives, the Congressional Research 
Service and the General Accounting Of
fice have produced some 30 objective, 
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non-partisan reports and countless 
memos on the subject of NATO en
largement. 

As I said when we began this debate, 
it is no surprise-indeed, for me, it is a 
matter of pride-that Congress has leg
islatively promoted NATO enlargement 
every year since 1994. Perhaps a good 
question is how can we ensure that all 
dimensions of U.S. national security 
policy benefit from this much public 
attention and endorsement. 

The second argument that one often 
hears falsely asserts that the extension 
of NATO membership to Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary will di
lute the Alliance because their mili
tary capabilities do not match those of 
Allied nations. 

It is true that the militaries of these 
three countries must be modernized. 
They do not deny that. That is why 
these three countries have embarked 
on military modernization programs 
that involve regular increases in their 
defense budgets. And, these programs 
have been endorsed by NATO's political 
and military authorities. 

Earlier this year, I and a few mem
bers of the NA TO Observer Group met 
with General Klaus Naumann, a highly 
respected German military officer who 
is Chairman of NATO's military com
mittee. He stated that because Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Hungary are so 
committed to modernizing their mili
taries they may sooner rather than 
later find themselves better equipped 
and more technologically advanced 
than some of the current Allies. 

To see the level of contribution that 
these countries will make to the Alli
ance, we need only look at what they 
have done and are doing today. Al
ready, they are enhancing the Alli
ance's military capabilities. They con
tributed forces to Operation Desert 
Storm. They have forces serving by the 
side of U.S. Forces as part of S-FOR in 
Bosnia. They were among the first to 
commit forces to stand by the United 
States in the recent stand-off against 
Saddam Hussein. 

NATO commanders, including those 
from the United States, have stated 
clearly that the admission of Poland, 
the Czech Republic, and Hungary will 
increase the capabilities of the Alli
ance. And this view is shared by some 
sixty retired four-star admirals and 
generals, including former Chiefs of the 
Joint Staff, former Supreme Allied 
Commanders of Europe, and numerous 
former Service Chiefs. 

Mr. President, the facts before us 
today, and the endorsements of these 
military leaders, can only leave one 
fully confident that the admission of 
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun
gary into NATO will leave the Alliance 
stronger. We can be confident that 
these three democracies will not only 
be model members of the alliance but 
also pro-American Allies. 

A third argument that has been 
voiced by some of my colleagues false-

ly asserts that NATO enlargement 
threatens Russia, or that we should 
abandon this policy because Russia 
perceives it as threatening. 

The reality is that NATO is a defen
sive Alliance of democracies. Its deci
sion-making process is consensual, and 
I find it hard to believe that any one of 
its members-all democracies-would 
ever advocate aggression. 

The fact is that NATO poses no im
mediate military threat to Russia. U.S. 
force deployments in Europe, arguably 
the Alliance 's most mobile component, 
has been reduced by two-thirds since 
the Cold War. Allied force structures 
and defense budgets have declined 
steadily over the last decade. The Alli
ance has stated that it has no intention 
to permanently station foreign forces 
or deploy nuclear weapons on the terri
tories of new member states. Where is 
the threat to Russia? 

Those who argue that NATO enlarge
ment threatens Russia have also as
serted that this policy directly con
tradicts efforts to reduce the risk of 
nuclear confrontation with Russia and 
to ensure that Russia's nuclear arsenal 
does not leak out to rogue states. 

The evidence however shows that 
this assertion is false. Since 1994, when 
NATO first annoup_ced its intentions to 
open its membership to the democ
racies of Central Europe, the risks of 
nuclear war have not increased, but 
been reduced. There is no evidence that 
NATO enlargement has hurt coopera
tion with Russia on nuclear matters. 

First, the actual number of Russian 
and American operational strategic nu
clear weapons have continued to de
cline. In 1990, that number was about 
24,000 warheads. Today, that number is 
in the vicinity of 14,000 warheads, and 
Moscow is dismantling its strategic nu
clear forces at a rate faster than that 
required by the START I treaty. 

Second, the Russian government has 
again reiterated its commitment to 
ratify the START II treaty, which will 
further reduce these two strategic nu
clear arsenals. Those who note that the 
Russian parliament, which has voiced 
its opposition to NATO enlargement 
and continues to block the ratification 
of START II, should recognize that the 
same Duma has blocked START II long 
before NATO enlargement was formally 
endorsed by the NAO. 

And, let me add that the Russian 
government has agreed to pursue a 
START III accord once START II en
ters force. 

Third, the Nunn-Lugar Threat Re
duction Program continues to improve 
the Russian's control and security of 
their nuclear arsenal. Indeed, this pro
gram has been enthusiastically re
ceived by Russia. It stands out as one 
of the true success stories of Russian
American partnership in the post-cold
war era. 

Our policies toward Europe must 
focus on these objective strategic reali-

ties and must be structured to enhance 
economic, political, and military sta
bility in all parts of Europe. That is ex
actly what NATO enlargement does. 
That is in our national interest and in 
Russia's national interest. 

For those who are still concerned 
about Russia's fear of NATO enlarge
ment, let me share with you a recent 
poll conducted in Moscow. 

Earlier this year, a branch of the 
Gallup Organization, found that among 
respondents in Moscow: 53 percent said 
that Poland should be allowed to join 
NATO; 57 percent said that the Czech 
Republic should be allowed to join 
NATO; and 54 percent said that Hun
gary should be allowed to join NATO. 

These polling results are not sur
prising if one takes into account the 
fact that NATO enlargement is facili
tating unprecedented reconciliation be
tween Russia and its neighbors. The 
reconciliation now occurring between 
Warsaw and Moscow and Moscow and 
Kyev are positive developments for 
Russian citizens, and they understand 
this. They also understand that such 
developments would not be occurring 
with NATO enlargement. 

And, let us not forget the open and 
inclusive manner in which Nato and 
the West has approached Russia. The 
Alliance has extended the hand of part
nership through the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act, and today Russian 
troops serve with NA TO forces in Bos
nia. The West has extended some $100 
billion in assistance since 1991, to help 
Russia's democratic and economic re
forms, and over $2 billion in weapon 
dismantlement and security assistance. 
On top of that, Russia has regularly 
been invited to participate in the G-7 
or G-8 meetings. This is hardly- as 
some detractors might try to per
suade-a policy of punishment and iso
lation. 

It is false and even misleading to as
sert that Russia is being surrounded by 
a ring of isolation. Rather, NATO's 
policies have been more like a strong 
magnet drawing Russia out of its his
torically self-imposed isolation into a 
growing web of political and military 
cooperation. Such cooperation holds 
out the prospect of an entirely new and 
constructive relationship with a re
forming and democratic Russia. 

Mr. President, I hope that these 
three points have added clarity to the 
Senate 's consideration of NATO mem
bership. There are few policy ini tia
tives as important as this one. There 
are few that stand to offer peace-living 
people throughout the transatlantic 

·community and in Central and Eastern 
Europe so much hope-hope for greater 
stability, increased security, enhanced 
cooperation, and even a collective vi
sion for the future. I encourage my col
leagues to support NATO enlargement. 
History is being made, and for the sake 
of those who have long-awaited this 
moment, we must not keep it waiting. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the NATO issue. I under
stand that we have 10 minutes before a 
vote. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
would like to address the legislation 
before the Senate, the North Atlantic 
Treaty of 1949 to include Poland, Hun
gary, and the Czech Republic as mem
bers of the NATO alliance. 

Mr. President, let me begin by shar
ing a statement made to me last fall by 
Hungarian Ambassador Banlaki during 
his visit to my office. He said, "The 
people of my country would like to be 
able to choose our own allies. We would 
like to enjoy all those things that his
tory has denied us. " 

Mr. President, I am here today to 
say, this is the U.S. Senate's chance to 
make Hungary, Poland and the Czech 
Republic 's hopes come true-let them 
choose their own allies for they are 
choosing to join NATO where they 
have been denied in the past the right 
to choose their own allies. We all know 
that. We all understand that. 

Let me be clear-I am fully sup
portive of this treaty before the Senate 
allowing these three countries mem
bership into NATO. NATO is an alli
ance that has been a success beyond 
anyone 's expectations-it has never 
been permeated-and since its incep
tion, no great wars have been fought 
within its borders. 

NATO embodies our continued com
mitment to Europe. Its existence ties 
U.S. security to peaceful relations 
among our European allies. The his
toric, political and cultural connection 
between the U.S. and Europe provide 
the foundation for this transatlantic 
alliance. 

The objective of the myriad institu
tions and organizations created in the 
aftermath of World War II were a reac
tion to the carnage of two great wars 
in the first half of this century. The 
NATO alliance, the Organization for 
Cooperation and Development, and the 
European Union were all created with 
one purpose in mind- preventing fur
ther conflict between the states of Eu
rope. This goal of peace was achieved. 
The only tragic failure in the history 
of these alliances was their inability to 
encompass nations beyond the Iron 
Curtain. 

Today we have the opportunity to re
alize what was impossible only a few 

years ago-expanding a cooperative al
liance to the nations previously locked 
in a coercive pact. 

I have listened to many of the argu
ments for amending this treaty and for 
delaying this treaty. I have also heard 
the criticism aimed at the U.S. Senate 
for not debating it further. 

So let me make this point-NATO 
was a defensive alliance. But it was 
never an exclusive alliance. We in the 
free world waited for the day when the 
rest of Europe would be free-free from 
tyranny, free from communism, and 
free from the everyday controls placed 
on the people of Eastern and Central 
Europe. 

Mr. President, that day is here. 
These countries are free. They have 
been free for 7 years. They have strug
gled to establish democratic, free mar
ket societies. To a greater or lesser de
gree, all three of them are being suc
cessful. They desire a place at the table 
among the democratic, free states of 
the West. And in my opinion, we should 
have allowed them to join NATO soon
er than 1999, as this treaty before us 
states. 

This Senate would be foolhardy to 
turn its back now on these countries or 
even to continue to delay the treaty's 
implementation. 

In January, I visited the NATO head
quarters in Brussels and met with 
NATO officials as well as the ambas
sadors from the new member countries. 
I was impressed by their perspective 
that this was not NATO expanding out 
to engulf these countries, but rather 
this was Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic asking to come into 
NATO. 

It is crucial to remember that NATO 
is not expanding against any sovereign 
will, but exactly the opposite. This 
treaty allows the West to let these 
countries fulfill their destinies- and if 
this Senate does not allow the treaty 
to pass and pass quickly-we are deny
ing them the ultimate freedom-as the 
Hungarian Ambassador said-to choose 
their own allies. 

I do not believe that Russia should 
fear the free association of allies, even 
those that might have been former en
emies. There is nothing for Russia to 
fear. They should be reassured that the 
borders of Russia are peaceful today, 
that there is a united and growing Eu
rope. They should be welcoming of 
NATO's ability to maintain peace and 
harmony among its members. 

I would like to address those Sen
ators who have expressed the need to 
link European Union membership with 
NATO membership. We must recognize 
that NATO enlargement, European 
Union expansion and monetary union 
are inextricably linked. 

Last fall, I began considering the dif
ferent arguments for and against this 
treaty. The Committee which I chair, 
the Senate Budget Committee, held a 
series of hearings on U.S.-European 

issues which gave me a different per
spective to the many questions about 
the U.S. and Western European roles in 
Eastern Europe. 

We cannot ignore that it was the 
presence of a U.S.-led NATO that pro
vided the security for European Union 
that has facilitated its economic devel
opment. Without sovereign security, 
economic security cannot happen. 
These are exciting, new times in Eu
rope. We have Europe in the next 
months uniting beyond its original 
common market alliances to become a 
monetary union. 

While I know European Union mem
bership is desired by Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic , EU member
ship is very different from NATO mem
bership. And Monetary Union cannot 
even be considered until membership 
to the EU has been granted. Someday, 
I am convinced, they will become mem
bers of the European Union. 

Some day, when they have developed 
their free markets which are emerging 
and their emerging new democracies, 
they will also be part of the new mone
tary union, the new single currency 
that many European countries will 
have in the not . too distant future. 
They need the security and the struc
tures of democracy to make capitalism 
work. To tie NATO membership with 
European Union membership at this 
time would not be wise. Defense secu
rity first will then lead to economic se
curity. 

On costs, over the last few months, I 
have had CBO, GAO and the adminis
tration explain their estimates of the 
costs of NATO expansion. CBO esti
mates that the costs to the U.S. will 
approximate $100 million per year for 
the next four or five years. 

From the perspective of the Budget 
Committee, this cost is very affordable 
when compared to the overall levels of 
defense spending this year of $272 bil
lion that we approved for the 1999 budg
et resolution. 

Let me conclude Mr. President, that 
while the debate on NATO has raised 
several issues, one issue keeps domi
nating my thoughts. Here is an alli
ance, that once was designed to re
spond to the threats of the Cold War. 
Those threats included the armies of 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub
lic. Now this same alliance is being 
asked by those same three countries to 
be allowed to join today. How can we 
possibly say no? 

I have no doubt that we are wit
nessing a major event in the histories 
of these former Warsaw Pact countries 
as well as the Free World. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article " For Expansion: 
The Case Clinton Isn't Making" from 
The Wall Street Journal, April 21 , 1998, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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FOR EXPANSION: THE CASE CLINTON ISN'T 

MAKING 

(By Zalmay Kualilzad) 
This week the Senate will start debating 

the question of whether to allow the Czech 
Republic, Hungary and Poland to join the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. A vote 
on the issue is likely next week. Although 
the Clinton administration supports NATO 
expansion, it has not made its case forcefully 
enough. In its public defense of NATO expan
sion, the administration has emphasized 
bringing the three Central European states 
into the zone of democracy, peace and pros
perity. This argument is a good start, but a 
much stronger case can be made. NATO ex
pansion is vital not only for the well-being of 
these potential new members, but also for 
the security of the U.S. and its Western al
lies. 

The first strategic argument for an ex
panded NATO is to hedge against uncertain
ties in Russia. The administration argues 
that NATO expansion is not directed against 
Russia. This is true, to a point. As long as 
Russia is not expansionist, it will have noth
ing to fear from an enlarged NATO. In fact, 
a democratic and nonimperial Russia should 
be NATO's partner. But Russia 's future is 
not certain. Many in the Russian elite are 
unhappy with the current international sys
tem and the U.S.'s preeminence in it. They 
are nostalgic for their lost empire and would 
like to reimpose hegemony over the former 
Soviet territories and Eastern Europe. 

Russia is too weak to dominate its former 
empire today. However, even with its current 
difficulties, Moscow is developing two new 
long-range nuclear missiles, is reluctant to 
ratify the Start II treaty, and insists on in
terpreting the Antiballistic Missile treaty in 
ways that put severe limits on effective de
fense against ballistic missiles to which both 
the U.S. and Russia are increasingly vulner
able. Moscow's statements and behavior to
wards the Baltic states, Ukraine, the Cas
pian Basin and Central Asia at times have 
neoimperial overtones. 

Russian weakness, however, will not last 
forever. Rich in natural and human re
sources, it will eventually reemerge as a 
great power. A revitalized and democratic 
Russia would most likely seek greatness 
through economic prosperity and political 
stability. However, should a revitalized Rus
sia prove hostile and expansionist, NATO 
membership for Eastern European states will 
act as a powerful deterrent against future 
Russian aggression in this region. Unfortu
nately, Russia can go either way- and which 
way it goes will not be affected by NATO ex
pansion. 

Second, an expanded NATO keeps Germany 
as part of an American-led international sys
tem. Eastern Europe is Germany's backyard, 
and the European Union is unable to look 
after the security of Western Europe by 
itself, let alone protect Eastern Europe. 
Therefore, if NATO does not stabilize Ger
many's frontiers, Germany might do so 
alone. Germany is a key democratic ally of 
the U.S. and prefers to cooperate within 
NATO to stabilize Eastern and Central Eu
rope. A renationalization of German security 
policy will end NATO as we know it and 
could lead to a less stable, less unified Eu
rope. This would create an enormous prob
lem for U.S. security interests, not only in 
Europe-both East and West-but around the 
world. 

Third, an expanded NATO strengthens the 
U.S. position in Western Europe. The East
ern Europeans are more pro-American than 
most of our current allies. They attribute 

their freedom to the American-led contain
ment of the Soviet Union, and they know 
that the U.S. led the alliance to expand 
NATO eastward. Within the alliance, they 
are likely to be strongly supportive of the 
dominant U.S. role. And should they also 
join the EU-as they are likely to-they will 
be a strong force for a continued U.S.-Euro
pean alliance. 

Fourth, an expanded NA TO ties Europe and 
the U.S. closer together and opens the door 
for greater cooperation in other parts of the 
world, especially the Middle East, a region 
vital to both sides of the Atlantic. 

NATO expansion eastward should be ac
companied by an effort to develop a common 
U.S.-European strategy for ensuring energy 
security and for countering the spreading of 
weapons of mass destruction and missiles. 
And we need to consider steps to increase 
military cooperation between the U.S. and 
European nations for the longer term and 
agree to financial formulas for sharing the 
burden of Persian Gulf security as the Euro
peans develop their military capablllties. 
The Europeans have been freeloading at U.S . 
expense. Thousands of the U.S. troops pro
tect the gulf from Iran and Iraq. Europe con
tributes little, though it is more dependent 
on the region's oil and more vulnerable to its 
missiles. In exchange, the U.S. should be 
willing to give Europeans a greater say in 
decisions about the Middle East, including 
policies towards Iran. As with NATO expan
sion such steps are unlikely to be taken 
without U.S. leadership. 

Although the administration may want to 
avoid publicly voicing these strategic rea
sons for NATO expansion in order to avoid 
offending Russia and some of our European 
allies, it is important that we recognize that 
NATO expansion is necess:;iry to protect vital 
U.S. interests, increase cooperation among 
European and North American democracies 
and sustain America's global leadership. 
Given the stakes involved, congressional 
support should be overwhelming. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF SCOTT SNYDER 
FLEMING TO BE ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY FOR LEGISLATION AND 
CONGRESSIONAL AFFAIRS, DE
PARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 6 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now 
proceed to vote on Executive Calendar 
No. 567 which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Scott Snyder Flem
ing, of Virginia, to be Assistant Sec
retary for Legislation and Congres
sional Affairs, Department of Edu
cation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 

consent to the nomination? The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG), the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. lNHOFE), and the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY), and the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 92, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown back 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coll1ns 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
De Wine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Faircloth 
Gregg 

[Rollcall Vote No. 104 Ex.] 
YEAS-92 

Enzi Mack 
Feingold McCain 
Feinstein McConnell 
Ford Mikulski 
Frist Moseley-Braun 
Glenn Moynihan 
Gorton Murray 
Graham Nickles 
Gramm Reed 
Grams Reid 
Grassley Robb Hagel Roberts Harkin Rockefeller Hatch 

Roth Helms 
Hollings Santo rum 

Hutchinson Sarbanes 

Hutchison Sessions 
Jeffords Shelby 
Johnson Smith (NH) 
Kempthorne Smith (OR) 
Kerrey Sn owe 
Kerry Specter 
Kyl Stevens 
Landrieu Thomas 
Lautenberg Thompson 
Leahy Thurmond 
Levin Torricelli 
Lieberman Warner 
Lott Wellstone 
Lugar Wyden 

NOT VOTING-8 
Inhofe Kohl 
Inouye Murkowskl 
Kennedy 

The nomination was confirmed. 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, Calendar Nos. 554, 
558 and 569 are confirmed. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed, as follows: 

THE JUDICIARY 

Garr M. King, of Oregon, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of Or
egon. 

Gregory Moneta Sleet, of Delaware, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Delaware. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 

Cherryl T. Thomas, of Illinois, to be a 
Member of the Railroad Retirement Board 
for a term expiring August 28, 2002. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the President will 
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be notified of the confirmation of the 
nominations. 

NOMINATION OF SCOTT SNYDER FLEMING 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr .. President, since Sep
tember of 1997, the General Accounting 
Office , at my request , has been con
ducting an investigation into possible 
anti-lobbying violations-as well as 
possible violations of the Federal Advi
sory Committee Act-at the Depart
ment of Education. 

This investigation is ongoing and I 
have no reason to believe at this time 
that the nominee in question, Mr. 
Fleming, is a key figure in this inves
tigation nor have I been presented with 
any evidence of wrongdoing on his part 
that would compel me to oppose his 
nomination. I would, however, like to 
take this opportunity to urge Mr. 
Fleming, in his new capacity as Assist
ant Secretary of Education for Legisla
tion and Congressional Affairs, to co
operate fully with the GAO investiga
tion in order to resolve this matter ex
peditiously. 

Mr. President, let me explain my in
volvement with this issue and my con
cerns as they relate to allegations of 
an unusually close, and perhaps im
proper, relationship between the De
partment of Education and certain lob
byists in this town. 

This matter was first brought to my 
attention by an editorial that appeared 
in the Washington Post on September 
4, 1997. 

That editorial, written by nationally 
syndicated columnist Robert Novak, 
described how-each week while Con
gress was in session-senior Depart
ment of Education officials and special 
interest group representatives gathered 
in Secretary Riley's conference room 
for what, in my opinion, amounted to 
'political action' or 'legislative plan
ning' sessions. 

News of these meetings surfaced in a 
report published by the Alexis de 
Tocqueville Institution's, Paul 
Steidler. For seven months, Mr. 
Steidler attended these meetings and 
kept detailed minutes of what was dis
cussed. What emerges from the 
Steidler notes, if substantiated, is ex
tremely troubling. 

Without discussing the particulars of 
this investigation, Mr. President, let 
me note that I take Mr. Steidler's alle
gations very seriously. Collusion be
tween special interest lobbyists and 
the executive branch for the express 
purpose of defeating or promoting spe
cific legislation, at the grass roots 
level or here in Congress, is unaccept
able. 

Mr. President, the GAO investigation 
into these matters is still underway. 
And, as I said, it does not appear that 
Mr. Fleming was a central figure in the 
formation or conduct of the weekly 
meetings in question. 

My concern is that the Department 
of Education cooperate fully with this 
investigation so this body and the 

American people can be certain that 
the Department of Education's inter
ests correspond with our children's 
best interests and not just the needs of 
those special interests that dominate 
the landscape here in Washington. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Novak editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 4, 1997) 
TRIUMPH OF THE BLOB 

(By Robert D. Novak) 
At 4 p.m. today, some 45 education lobby

ists-"back to school" after the August con
gressional break-will resume weekly ses
sions with Department of Education officials 
in the secretary of education's conference 
room. There is doubt whether these meetings 
are legal but no question that they have 
been effective and, until now, a rare Wash
ington secret. 

They began in 1995, when what former edu
cation secretary William J. Bennett calls 
The Blob-the special-interest groups that 
want to maintain the educational status 
quo-feared the worst from a newly Repub
lican Congress. With more than a hundred 
bills for abolition of the Department of Edu
cation introduced, the Thursday meetings 
began without the formal notification re
quired by law for "advisory committees" . 
After 21h years of this collaboration the tide 
has turned. on education, with the Repub
licans in full retreat. 

"It's pretty much an open meeting, " Act
ing Deputy Education Secretary Marshall 
(Mike) Smith, who usually presides, told me. 
He added that I would be welcome, which he 
conceded would make me the first journalist 
there. In fact, the sessions have been at
tended almost exclusively by The Blob, pro
viding intelligence for the government bu
reaucrats who in turn disclose Clinton ad
ministration strategy. "We rely on you, 
partly, as your eyes and ears, " Smith told 
participants July 24. 

But an interloper appeared at this year's 
meetings. Paul Steidler, senior fellow of the 
conservative Education Reform Project, 
heard about them and asked to attend. He 
got permission after interrogation by reluc
tant education officials. Steidler's subse
quent weekly minutes offer a wondrous in
sight into how Bill Clinton's Washington 
works. 

"There was boisterous conversation, and 
one could sense the camaraderie in the air," 
Steidler said of the atmosphere preceding his 
first meeting. The regulars represent such 
pro-Clinton groups as the National School 
Boards Association, the American Associa
tion of School Administrators and the Amer
ican Federation of Teachers. First among 
equals is the National Education Association 
(NEA), the powerful teachers ' union. Joel 
Packer, the NEA's expert lobbyist, sits next 
to and is deferred to by the Education De
partment's senior official present. 

When an Education Department official de
scribed Republican Sen. Paul Coverdell 's 
proposal for $50 million in grants to fund 
school-choice pilot programs somebody ex
claimed. "Yeah, the fear voucher." Another 
voice joined in: " You get it if you are 
scared." Steidler noted: "There was loud and 
sustained laughter. I found this to be quite 
chilling." 

Through seven months of these minutes, 
the administration and The Blob marched in 

lock step to maximize federal funding and 
suppress school choice, with scarcely a crit
ical word for the Clinton administration and 
no kind word for Republicans. 

When it was mentioned that former edu
cation secretary Lamar Alexander would tes
tify to Congress, " moans and snickers" were 
followed by the NEA's Packer saying, " It's 
called Mr. Voucher time" . Commenting on a 
C- SP AN broadcast of Republican congress
men discussing education, then-Education 
Department lobbyist Kay Casstevens said: 
"If you didn't see it, you're probably better 
off. " 

As budget negotiations neared their cli
max, Smith asked everybody to make sure 
they could be reached if they left town. The 
joint Education Department-NEA clout soon 
was demonstrated. 

At the June 16 meeting, the NEA's Adele 
Robinson alerted the department to House 
committee approval of Democratic Rep. Ben
jamin Cardin's proposed $150 tax credit for 
after-school private tutoring. Smith de
clared: " It drives a stake through [the presi
dent's] America Reads [program]. It 's close 
to a voucher, folks. " Cardin's proposal was 
eliminated, thanks to administration pres
sure. 

So was a Coverdell amendment to the tax 
bill permitting parents to use their own tax
free savings for kindergarten through 12th
grade private schools. " On behalf of the 
NEA, " Packer said at the July 31 meeting, " I 
want to profusely thank the administration 
for its stand on Coverdell. " 

Is the administration's failure to list these 
meetings in the Federal Register a violation 
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(F ACA)? " The meetings are not covered by 
F ACA" acting Education Department Gen
eral Counsel Jiumenne Studley told me, be
cause they have no fixed membership or spe
cific purpose. " Anyone who wants can join 
in," she said. But her assertions are refuted 
by Paul Steidler's minutes, as Mike Smith 
may hear when he comes up for Senate con
firmation. 

NOMINATION OF GARR " MIKE" KING 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
we have confirmed the nomination of 
an outstanding judicial nominee to the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Oregon. Garr "Mike" King is a consum
mate professional, who is universally 
respected within the Oregon legal com
munity for his integrity and profes
sionalism. His long and distinguished 
legal career as a trial lawyer began as 
a Deputy District Attorney with the 
Multnomah County Oregon District At
torney's Office. He helped draft the Or
egon Rules for Civil Procedure and 
wrote the arbitration rules used in 
Multnomah County. Since 1971, as a 
partner with the Portland firm of Ken
nedy, King & Zimmer, he has handled a 
variety of cases, including commercial 
litigation, professional malpractice, 
products liability, and employment 
litigation in an exemplary fashion. In 
addition, Mr. King has been active in 
the U.S. District Court mediation pro
gram, has served as an arbitrator 
through the American Arbitration As
sociation and, in 1995, was elected to 
the Board of Regents for the American 
College of Trial Lawyers. 

Mr. President, I am confident that 
Garr "Mike" King will bring to the 
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U.S. District Court for the district of 
Oregon the same dedication, profes
sionalism, and integrity that has exem
plified his entire legal career. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today we 
confirmed an outstanding lawyer, a 
knowledgeable and diligent servant of 
justice and great judicial nominee from 
my State of Oregon. It was a great 
honor to present to the Senate the 
name of Mr. Garr " Mike" King to be a 
United States District Judge for the 
District of Oregon. 

Mr. King comes before the Senate 
today with the bipartisan support of 
the Oregon Congressional delegation, 
and with broad support from both Or
egon's law enforcement community 
and our state 's legal community. Mr. 
King has served as a member of the Or
egon State Bar Association since 1963 
and has distinguished himself as one of 
the finest attorneys in the state. Dur
ing this period of time , Mr. King has 
developed a sterling reputation for in
tegrity, hard work, intelligence,. and 
diligence. 

In addition to his outstanding career 
as an attorney in private practice, Mr. 
King also has served as Multnomah 
County Deputy District Attorney and 
was elected to the Board of Regents of 
the American College of Trial Lawyers. 
He helped draft the Oregon Rules for 
Civil Procedure, authored the arbitra
tion rules for Multnomah County and 
served as an arbitrator through the 
American Arbitration Association. He 
has been active in the U.S. District 
Court Mediation program since it was 
initiated and has worked quite closely 
with the Court to improve the federal 
mediation system. 

Mr. King is a veteran of the United 
States Marine Corps who served his 
country with honor from 1954 to 1957. 
He has lived in Oregon for the past 35 
years and is a proud father of seven 
children who is deeply involved in his 
church and community affairs. As 
those of my colleagues who were at 
Mike 's confirmation hearing can at
test, I think he single-handedly man
aged to fill about half of the hearing 
room with family members from all 
over the country, and I believe that 
speaks volumes about the kind of car
ing, concerned and committed family 
man Mike King is. 

As with previous recommendations 
that I have made for the federal bench, 
the recommendation of Mr. King was 
preceded by an extensive bipartisan 
screening effort undertaken by a com
mittee of leading Oregon attorneys. 
The selection committee was appointed 
with input from all the members of the 
Oregon Congressional delegation and 
the Governor 's office. All applicants re
viewed by the committee were evalu
ated on three criteria: judicial tem
perament, fitness to serve on the fed
eral bench, and legal qualifications. 
Mr. King was rated very hfghly by the 
committee, and after personally inter-

viewing him, I found him very well 
qualified for this position. 

I want to again thank the Chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee, Senator 
HATCH for moving us to this point in 
the process. I am very grateful for both 
the amount of time and good counsel 
you continue to give me in the consid
eration of my region's needs on the fed
eral bench. 

I also thank my colleague, Senator 
SMITH, for his efforts on behalf of this 
nominee. Senator SMITH and I have 
now worked together in support of two 
other fine candidates to the federal 
bench, both of whom have been con
firmed by the Senate. 

I am certain that Mike King will 
bring to the federal bench the same in
telligence, legal skill and integrity 
that he has brought to his work as one 
of our state's most respected attor
neys. 

THE NOMINATION OF GREGORY M. SLEET 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to 
recognize Judge Gregory Sleet, who 
was confirmed by the Senate earlier 
today as a District Judge for Delaware. 
Unfortunately, I did not have an oppor
tunity to personally greet him or his 
family when they came to the Capitol 
for his hearing before the Judiciary 
Committee just over a month ago. But 
today, it is my pleasure to congratu
late Judge Sleet, his wife Mary and 
their two children on this achievement. 

Since 1994, Greg Sleet has served 
Delaware as our U.S. Attorney. From 
that post, he was appointed by Attor
ney General Janet Reno to serve as the 
Vice-Chair of her Advisory Committee. 

While his record of public service is 
impressive, so, too, is his previous 
work in the private sector. You see, 
Judge Sleet served Hercules Incor
porated, an outstanding Delaware com
pany, as legal counsel before becoming 
our U.S. Attorney. Having worked in 
the same capacity with Hercules some 
years earlier, I know first-hand that 
they hire only the sharpest young law
yers to handle their legal affairs. 

Mr. President, the Senate needed not 
even four months to complete our work 
on Judge Sleet's nomination. I thank 
Judiciary Committee Chairman HATCH 
for his efforts to review the nomination 
in such an expeditious manner. Such 
prompt action speaks to the quality of 
the nominee, and I am happy to again 
congratulate Judge Sleet on the occa
sion of his confirmation by the Senate. 

Mr. EIDEN. Mr. President, I support 
the confirmation of the nomination of 
Greg Sleet to be the 22d Federal dis
trict court judge in Delaware. 

One of the most important duties of 
any U.S. Senator is the duty of advice 
and consent to the President's judicial 
appointments. I have worked hard 
throughout my career to ensure that 
the Senate provides the Federal courts 
with a steady supply of judges to en
force our Federal laws. 

But, after serving on the Judiciary 
Committee for the last 20 years, and 

after serving as U.S. Senator from 
Delaware for the last 25 years, this is 
my first opportunity to recommend a 
Federal district court judge for Dela
ware. 

I took this responsibility very seri
ously. And I have no doubt that Greg 
Sleet is the most qualified and experi
enced person for this position. 

This is the second time President 
Clinton has put Greg's name through 
the rigors of Senate confirmation. But 
this is no surprise-he enjoys a reputa
tion for impeccable integrity in the 
Delaware legal community. 

In 1993, when I recommended Greg as 
U.S. attorney for Delaware, President 
Clinton was wise to follow my advice
he could not have· nominated a more 
qualified, well-rounded, experienced 
Delawarean. 

Greg was confirmed unanimously and 
flawlessly, and for the past 4 years has 
exceeded even my highest expecta
tions. 

And it is not only his distinguished 
service for Delaware, but also the 
breadth of Greg's experience that has 
impressed Delawareans, and convinced 
me that he will make a distinguished 
Federal judge. 

Greg is a graduate of Rutgers Univer
sity School of Law and completed his 
undergraduate work at Hampton Uni
versity in Virginia. 

He began his legal career in 1976 by 
serving for 7 years as a Philadelphia 
public defender-arguing before juries 
and representing indigent defendants 
at all stages of the criminal process
from pre-trial through the appellate 
courts. 

He than gained experience in civil 
litigation, civil rights, estates, and 
criminal defense as an associate in pri
vate firms--most recently as a sole 
practitioner for his own firm. I know 
how tough- and rewarding- running 
your own firm can be. 

In 1990, Greg began his service as dep
uty attorney general for the State of 
Delaware , where he gained experience 
prosecuting a variety of criminal cases 
at the State level. 

He has practiced corporate and com
mercial law as well- working as an at
torney in the legal department for Her
cules Inc., where he helped manage cor
porate operations and litigation, and 
provided advice on acquisitions and 
antitrust matters. 

Since Greg became U.S. attorney, he 
has demonstrated strong leadership as 
my State's chief Federal law enforce
ment officer-

He has developed a solid reputation 
by prosecuting many significant crimi
nal cases, including numerous Federal 
drug and gun cases. 

He has prosecuted hate crimes and 
fraud cases more aggressively than 
ever before. 

And, in addition to his accomplish
ments in the criminal court at the Fed
eral level, he has made it a priority to 
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strengthen the civil di vision in Dela
ware's U.S. attorney's office. 

Mr. President, I will not take up any 
more time-other than to repeat my 
" bottom line" from Greg's Judiciary 
Committee hearing: 

Greg Sleet's record speaks for itself
the Federal bench needs judges like 
him. His background makes him excep
tionally qualified to service on the 
Federal bench, and his record shows 
that he is tough-as we need our Fed
eral judges to be- with the practical 
abilities and experience to do the job. 

I am deeply proud to be associated 
with Greg's service as Delaware's U.S. 
attorney, and look forward to his serv
ice as a U.S. district court judge. 

I commend my colleagues for taking 
the time to review Greg's record and 
thank them for their support for the 
candidacy of this fine nominee. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that there now be a period for 
the transaction of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEFENDING THE FALSE CLAIMS 
ACT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
Friday, a new audit report was released 
by the Health Care Financing Adminis
tration. It is the Chief Financial Offi
cer's report. It shows that a staggering 
$20 billion of tax dollars were improp
erly paid through Medicare last year. 
That is 20 billion reasons to defend the 
False Claims Act and oppose the bill 
percolating in the House that's being 
pushed by the American Hospital Asso
ciation, and sponsored by Congressman 
BILL MCCOLLUM-H.R. 3523. 

The audit is only the latest reminder 
of why the False Claims Act is the law 
of the land. Whether it is the deri va
tion of the law signed by Abraham Lin
coln in 1863, or the amendments that I 
sponsored, which passed in 1986, the 
reason the law exists is to protect the 
public's vital interests. 

In the case of health care, those vital 
interests are clear. The False Claims 
Act helps maintain the integrity of 
Medicare so that senior citizens won't 
have to fear the possibility that the 
program won't be there for them in the 
future. It helps maintain the standards 
we want for our seniors with respect to 
the quality of health care. The False 
Claims Act is beginning to be used suc
cessfully by U.S. Attorneys to improve 
the quality of care in the health care 
industry, such as nursing home care. 

Finally, the False Claims Act is the 
final yet most effective line of defense 
to protect the taxpayers' hard-earned 
money. Since my amendments in 1986, 

the Act has been used to return more 
than $4 billion, fraudulantly taken, 
back to the taxpayers. Nearly $2 billion 
of that is from the heal th care indus
try. And somewhere between $150 and 
$300 billion-worth of potential fraud 
has been deterred. 

There is a critical and obvious need 
for the False Claims Act to safeguard 
the public interest. The Act is also 
highly successful. It has built up a 
track record for accomplishing exactly 
what it was designed to do-to promote 
integrity in taxpayer-funded programs. 

Suddenly, integrity in such programs 
is under a fierce attack. The attack is 
the McCollum bill, which would gut the 
False Claims Act. What's wrong with 
this picture? 

The McColl um bill is a misguided 
missile in the war against fraud. If it 
passes, perpetrators of fraud will be 
celebrating in the streets. It is ill
founded, and would send the wrong 
message both to the public and to 
those who would commit fraud. 

The bill is the product of the Amer
ican Hospital Association. The AHA 
came to me earlier this year and re
ported what they claim are examples of 
the Justice Department going after 
hospitals with heavy-handed tactics, 
and using the False Claims Act to pros
ecute innocent mistakes. I also visited 
with the Iowa Hospital Association, 
from my home State. 

After listening to their concerns, it 
seemed to me that the examples the 
AHA provided spoke more to problems 
in the implementation of the law, rath
er than to problems with the law itself. 
I agreed to approach the Justice De
partment and help begin a dialogue be
tween DOJ, the AHA, and myself and 
other members of Congress. The goal 
was to examine the evidence and see 
where the problems were occurring and 
why. And then to fix any real prob
lems. 

After much examination and discus
sion, I and others determined that the 
AHA had some legitimate concerns in
volving the way some U.S. Attorneys 
were communicating with some hos
pitals around the country. 

To its credit, the Justice Department 
has reevaluated its process and made 
changes. It has changed its approach, 
and has taken steps to ensure higher 
standards prior to any investigation 
for fraud. It is not often that the Jus
tice Department willingly reexamines 
its process, admits changes are needed, 
and then makes them. Because it did so 
in this case, I believe that the Justice 
Department should be commended for 
its responsiveness. 

As a case in point, let me refer to a 
letter I received this month from the 
president of a medical center in Iowa. 
Next year, he will be in the leadership 
of the Iowa Hospital Association. He is 
one of those who had expressed con
cerns to me months ago about how the 
Justice Department was implementing 

the False Claims Act. After the dia
logue, and after DOJ changed its proc
ess, this official wrote to me and said 
he was satisfied that the law doesn' t 
need to be changed. This official fur
ther says that after meeting with the 
local U.S. Attorney, he is confident in 
DOJ's intentions to not use the False 
Claims Act to go after honest mis
takes. 

In this case, the dialogue seems to 
have worked. Reason prevailed. Where 
reason has not prevailed is with those 
supporters of the McCollum bill who 
believe that the False Claims Act 
should be gutted anyway. There is a 
logical disconnect between the prob
lems identified by the hospital indus
try, and the solution they now advo
cate. 

Pure and simple, the False Claim Act 
is a tool against fraud. It is not to be 
used, and is not used, against innocent 
mistakes. There is clearly an agenda 
behind this bill. It is to remove the 
taxpayers' most effective weapon in its 
arsenal against fraud. And it is being 
pushed by some in an industry that has 
been clearly ravaged by those who have 
committed fraud. 

There is no question that the vast 
majority of hospitals and hospital em
ployees in this country are honest, 
civic-minded, and true public servants. 
Many are absolute heroes. Those in in
dustry who get caught committing 
fraud threaten to give the industry a 
tarnished reputation. 

If that is so, can't we also say that 
those who are pushing to gut the law 
also threaten to give the industry a 
tarnished reputation? After all, given 
the changes made by DOJ, there is no 
empirical basis for this bill. Just as 
changes were demanded of the Justice 
Department to refrain from taking ac
tion without a legal or factual predi
cate , shouldn' t there be a legal and fac
tual predicate for advancing this bill. 
There is none. 

The McCollum bill is not designed to 
stop the prosecution of innocent mis
takes. Rather, it would make fraud 
easier to accomplish more often. And, 
it would establish new "look-the-other
way" loopholes, including for on-going 
cases such as Columbia/HCA. And re
member, this bill would do all that at 
a time when there 's $20 billion of po
tential fraud out there, fraud in the 
medical industry has been rampant, 
and the public has had it up to their 
keesters. 

Is this what the supporters of the 
McCollum bill really think the public 
wants and needs? Do you really thing 
the public wants a white flag of sur
render in the war against fraud? 

Specifically, the Mccollum bill would 
do the following: 

First, it would create a " fraud-free 
zone. " No false claims case could be 
brought unless the taxpayers ' damages 
are a "material amount. " That "mate
rial amount" is unclear but it could be 
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as much as ten percent. In other words, 
we will write off the first 10 percent of 
fraud. In effect, it legalizes or legiti
mizes up to ten percent of what is now 
illegal. For a company like Columbia/ 
HCA, for example, which pulled in 
more than $6 billion from the tax
payers last year, the first $600 million 
would be okay. For the entire Medicare 
program, which was $210 billion last 
year, we could write off the first $21 
billion. That is a $21 billion loophole. A 
real whopper. 

Second, let us say a false claims case 
involved a "material amount." there 
are still three more ways a company 
could get off the hook anyway. The 
Mccollum bill would open up three 
more whoppers to raise that $21 bil
lion-"free fraud zone" to substan
tially more. Companies would be able 
to better insulate themselves from li
ability simply by, among other things, 
showing a commitment to setting up 
better procedures in the future despite 
defrauding Medicare today. 

Finally, the bill would make it much 
harder to provide that claims were 
wrongfully submitted. The normal 
standard for civil statutes is "a prepon
derance of the evidence." The McCol
l um bill would raise it to "clear and 
convincing evidence." That is basically 
a criminal standard, not a civil one. 
Once again, reason has not prevailed in 
the formulation of this bill. 

The McCollum bill would establish a 
fortress around the medical industry. 
It would prevent legitimate efforts on 
behalf of the taxpayers to punish those 
bad apples that undermine the integ
rity of health care programs and raid 
the treasury. The solution is not to gut 
the law. The solution was and is to 
take the steps DOJ has already taken, 
and to ensure DOJ stays on that rack 
in the future. We have addressed the 
process dealing with innocent mis
takes. 

At the same time, we need the tough
est possible law to go after mistakes 
that aren't innocent. Those who con
tinue down the road of supporting this 
bill pose a clear and present danger to 
the public's vital interests-to the 
highest quality of health care for our 
senior citizens, and to the integrity of 
how our tax dollars are spent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STATE DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZA
TION CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 

to speak on the State Department au
thorization conference report debated 
on Friday and to be voted on tomor
row. Unfortunately, I was unable to 
participate in the debate on Friday, 

and I appreciate the chance to take the 
time now to express my views on this 
legislation. 

I would like to express my extreme 
regret and disappointment that the de
bate over the important issues of the 
long-overdue payment of our arrears to 
the United Nations and the reorganiza
tion of the U.S. Department of State 
has once again become a sideshow to 
an exercise by some Members of Con
gress regarding the issue of reproduc
tive choice. I find it astounding that 
these members insist on holding our 
international commitments hostage to 
a desire to score political points on a 
domestic issue. 

We should be on the floor talking 
about the important foreign policy pri
orities that were articulated during the 
Senate debate on S. 903. Instead, we are 
spending the majority of our debate 
time on this measure talking about one 
narrow issue that shouldn't even be in 
here in the first place! 

As we all know, a minority of our 
colleagues in the other body success
fully inserted language in this con
ference report that would impose se
vere restrictions on U.S. assistance to 
foreign non-governmental organiza
tions engaged in family planning ac
tivities. These restrictions were in
serted without consultation with the 
Democratic conferees. They were not 
consulted because they surely would 
have objected to these provisions. The 
restrictions fall into two basic cat
egories. 

First, the conference report would 
mandate that no U.S. population as
sistance may be given to any foreign 
non-governmental organization unless 
that organization certifies that it will 
not use its own funds to perform abor
tions during the period in which it re
ceives U.S. funds. If the President 
chooses to waive this restriction, 
which I am sure President Clinton 
would do, funding for family planning
related activities would then be capped 
at $356 million. 

The second category of restriction 
would prohibit funding for organiza
tions that lobby to change abortion 
laws in their own countries. 

Mr. President, the authors of these 
restrictions see this version, that is, 
the provisions as written in this con
ference report, as a compromise of ear
lier iterations of restrictions on family 
planning. But-let us be very clear 
here-not only is this not a com
promise, but the language is actually 
more restrictive than what we have 
seen before. 

First of all, unlike the so-called 
"Mexico City" language, which has 
been considered each year as a rider to 
appropriations bills, the restrictions in 
this conference report would become 
permanent statutory changes. That is 
a rather disturbing concept. 

Second, the waiver provision in
cluded for the President would result 

in a greater decrease in funding for 
family planning than we have seen in 
earlier versions. Many observers be
lieve that the $356 million cap amounts 
to a decrease of $29 million, a cut that 
would come solely out of USAID's fam
ily planning account. But, the lan
guage in this conference report would 
also apply to "all funds for programs 
and activities designed to control fer
tility or to reduce or delay childbirths 
or pregnancies, irrespective of the 
heading under which such funds are 
made available." What this means is 
that the cap would also apply to cer
tain birth-spacing related programs 
that currently fall under other USAID 
accounts, and in fact, would represent 
a larger total decrease than is imme
diately evident-about $44 million. 
That represents an 11 percent decrease 
in funding for these programs, which, 
Mr. President, I think we all would 
agree is rather substantial. 

Third, the definition of "lobbying" 
that is used in the second restriction is 
disturbingly broad in that it would ban 
all sorts of public statements or the 
participation of individuals at public 
meetings. It is so bad that many of us 
call it "the global gag rule." 

Finally, the President would have no 
waiver authority over this gag rule 
provision. 

Let me turn for a moment to the sub
stance of these provisions. 

While proponents of the Mexico City 
language say they do not want U.S. 
dollars to pay for abortions overseas, 
the adoption of the restrictions in this 
conference report would actually in
crease the number of unintended preg
nancies worldwide, and, correspond
ingly, the number of abortions and 
deaths of mothers and children due to 
high-risk pregnancies. 

The funding at issue here has nothing 
to do with performing abortions and 
everything to do with preventing them. 
It is about family planning, and about 
a woman's right to know about all op
tions that are legally available to her. 
It is about helping non-governmental 
organizations educate women around 
the world about family planning and 
other health care issues. 

I firmly oppose all of these restric
tions and will oppose this conference 
report because of them for several rea
sons, which I will discuss in turn. 

First, U.S. assistance for family plan
ning initiatives abroad is a sound in
vestment that pays dividends including 
healthy women and children. Accord
ing to the Johns Hopkins Population 
Information Program, approximately 
120 million women in developing coun
tries who need family planning services 
do not have access to them. Family 
planning services educate women about 
contraception, pre-natal care, birth 
spacing, the prevention of sexually 
transmitted diseases, and other impor
tant, life-saving issues. These programs 
have proven to be enormously effec
tive- not only in improving the health 
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of hundreds of thousands of women and 
children, but also in reducing the pres
sures that rapid population growth 
places on food and water, housing and 
education, and the environment in de
veloping countries. 

Second, this language reinstates
and expands- the Mexico City policy 
that prevents U.S. population assist
ance from being disbursed to non-gov
ernmental organizations that use other 
funds to engage in abortion-related ac
tivities. This restriction does not pre
vent abortions, Mr. President, it in
creases their likelihood by cutting off 
funds to reputable family planning or
ganizations which happen also to use 
their own money for abortion-related 
activities. 

Finally, this language contains a 
troubling restriction on the freedom of 
speech of those working for family 
planning programs which receive U.S. 
funding. By linking funding for much
needed family planning assistance to 
the stifling of freedom of speech, the 
language runs counter to the very prin
ciples upon which our own nation was 
founded. We cherish our right to free
dom of speech in this country, and the 
promotion of democracy and respect 
for basic freedoms around the globe 
represent an important aspect of our 
foreign policy. 

The language in this conference re
port is an assault on free speech, one of 
the most fundamental human rights. In 
this country, citizens are encouraged 
to speak their minds and participate in 
the political process. In fact, the First 
Amendment states that "Congress 
shall make no law * * * abridging the 
freedom of speech * * * or the right of 
the people * * * to petition the Govern
ment for a redress of grievances." 

If the language in this conference re
port were adopted, it would mean U.S. 
citizens who have this constitu
tionally-guaranteed right would be 
forcing people in other countries to 
give up similar rights if they wish to 
keep receiving U.S. funding for family 
planning programs. The only way I can 
interpret this, Mr. President, is as an 
attempt by some Members of Congress 
to control the free speech of people in 
foreign countries relating to one par
ticular issue about which they may not 
agree: abortion. 

In essence, this language tells foreign 
non-governmental organizations which 
seek family planning assistance that 
they will get it if, and only if, they 
comply with a restrictive set of rules 
for how they may use their own money. 
It is a thinly veiled threat to pull 
much-needed funding if the word 
"abortion" is uttered to any woman 
seeking counseling at any foreign fam
ily planning agency that receives U.S. 
funds. This language violates the spirit 
of the Constitution which we have all 
sworn to uphold. 

I would like to talk about two family 
planning programs that would be jeop-

ardized if this conference report were 
to become law. 

The humanitarian organization 
CARE is working with a local non-gov
ernmental organization that promotes 
dialogue within local communities and 
at a national level regarding important 
issues facing Bolivian women, such as 
violence against women, sexual harass
ment and lack of appropriate medical 
services. One of the most critical issues 
for discussion is the alarmingly high 
rate of maternal mortality in Bolivia
the highest in Latin America. Accord
ing to the World Health Organization, 
a women in Bolivia has a 1 in 27 chance 
of dying from · a pregnancy-related 
cause. This compares to women in the 
U.S., who have a 1 in 3,500 chance of 
dying from such circumstances. 
CARE's Bolivian partner works to edu
cate women and men about the impor
tance of family planning and the dan
gers of illegal abortion and how it con
tributes to Bolivia's appalling rate of 
maternal mortality. 

Under the language in the conference 
report, U.S. funding for this Bolivian 
organization would be at risk because 
the organization makes "public state
ments" about women's health issues 
that may be construed as lobbying for 
abortion rights. This is a capable, ef
fective organization that is addressing 
real needs within Bolivia. 

My second example relates to South 
Africa. As Ranking Member on the Af
rican Affairs Subcommittee, I have had 
the opportunity to learn much about 
the success of family planning pro
grams in Africa and, indeed, of U.S. as
sistance to such programs in Africa. 

We all watched with awe and amaze
ment as South Africans of all races 
participated in the first multiparty 
elections in that country in 1994. We 
were further inspired by the country's 
adoption of its first permanent, post
apartheid constitution which was 
signed into law on December 10, 1996, 
by President Nelson Mandela, one of 
the greatest heros of our time. The 
Government of South Africa continues 
to consider various proposed amend
ments to the constitution on out
standing issues, and is also working on 
the implementation of many of its pro
visions. Not surprisingly, the Govern
ment is consulting widely with a vari
ety of groups and interested parties 
from around the country. 

Why, you may ask, am I talking 
about the South African constitution 
and South African legislation during a 
debate over family planning assist
ance? 

Because, the language of this con
ference report would actually put limi
tations on the ability of South Afri
cans to participate in the democratic 
process in their country. 

The Government has asked Dr. Helen 
Rees, president of the Planned Parent
hood Association of South Africa, to 
become an advisor to the National De-

partment of Health and a member of 
the country's Medical Advisory Board 
to assist the Government in its imple
mentation of a law enacted in 1996 con
cerning access to safe abortion during 
the first twelve weeks of pregnancy. 
Prior to this law's enactment, Dr. Rees 
had also helped in its drafting. 

Had this conference report been law 
at the time of Dr. Rees' participation 
in the drafting of that law, the Planned 
Parenthood Association of South Afri
ca would have lost its U.S. family plan
ning assistance, even though her ac
tivities related to the drafting process 
were conducted without U.S. funds. 

In other words, the Association 
might have been forced to suffer sim
ply because the South African govern
ment chose to invest in Dr. Rees' ex
pertise. Dr. Rees would have been 
forced to choose between allowing her 
organization to receive much-needed 
U.S. assistance or to become an active 
participant in the political process of 
her country. This is a totally unfair 
choice, and one that we, members of 
the U.S. Congress, should not be forc
ing foreign citizens to make. In fact, it 
contradicts what the Congress worked 
so actively for over the last several 
decades, and that is the freedom of all 
South Africans to be able to partici
pate in their own political process. 

I want to make my last point very 
clear, Mr. President. The language con
tained in this conference report would 
be unconstitutional if this were a piece 
of domestic legislation because it vio
lates the First Amendment. 

I repeat, this language would be un
constitutional if this were domestic 
legislation. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
a long history of promoting democracy 
and basic freedoms around the world. 
This global gag rule runs counter to 
that tradition. If adopted, this lan
guage would not encourage free 
speech-it would squelch it. 

None of these restrictions belong in 
this legislation in the first place, but 
now that they are there, I encourage 
all of my colleague, who all profess to 
support free speech and our constitu
tionally-guaranteed liberties, to defeat 
this conference report; 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a February 27, 1998, editorial 
from the Washington Post, which 
makes some excellent arguments as to 
why this report should be defeated, be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 27, 1998] 
EXPORTING THE ABORTION DEBATE 

It is scandalous that an unrelated domestic 
dispute over abortion is holding up congres
sional approval of funds for international 
purposes of vital American interest. One 
such purpose is to enable the International 
Monetary Fund to help troubled Asian 
economies, among other things, buy more 
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American goods. A second is to pay up Amer
ican arrears to the United Nations, an orga
nization in the center of American efforts to 
banish proscribed weapons from Iraq. 

The trouble arises from an amendment of
fered by Rep. Christopher Smith (R-N.J.) and 
supported by the House Republican leader
ship. Current law already bars any U.S. fund
ing for foreign abortion-related services, lob
bying or research. Mr. Smith would go on to 
revive the Reagan-Bush " Mexico City Pol
icy." It denies American aid to any foreign 
nongovernmental organization that performs 
abortions or lobbies for abortion even with 
its own money. 

In the domestic debate we support the side 
favoring choice. But of course both sides are 
principled in their fashion, and both stir im
portant constituencies. You could call it a 
difficult but unavoidable fight among Ameri
cans. 

But why must this fight be exported onto 
foreign terrain? The limitations that the 
Mexico City Policy imposes upon the work of 
foreign nongovernmental organizations in
trude directly upon the options available to 
poor countries to manage their own future. 
The anti-lobbying provision intrudes espe
cially egregiously not only into the medical 
standards but also into the political prac
tices of aid recipients. As Secretary of State 
Albright put it, that provision punishes non
governmental organizations " for engaging in 
the democratic process in foreign countries 
and for engaging in legal activities that 
would be protected by the First Amendment 
if carried out in the United States." 

The current House Republican position is 
to demand that the administration negotiate 
a compromise banning lobbying but allowing 
limited family-planning aid. The Clinton ad
ministration is right to want no part of a 
compromise that narrows the personal 
choices open to women abroad, interferes in 
the development policies of other countries 
and invades the public space they maintain 
for policy debate. House Republicans have 
attached the abortion measure to essential 
foreign-policy legislation, including United 
Nations reform and State Department reor
ganization. Their amendment constitutes a 
rank intervention into other countries' do
mestic business, and deserves defeat. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in opposition to Senate 
adoption of the Conference Report on 
the State Department Authorization 
Bill, which we will be voting on tomor
row. 

I do so with disappointment, and con
cern. As an advocate of many of the 
good provisions in this bill, it is ironic 
to be arguing today against adoption of 
this Conference Report. 

With its provisions to reorganize 
America's foreign policy institutions 
and to press for reform at the United 
Nations while paying off our arrears, I 
think it is fair to say that the State 
Department Authorization bill is one 
of the most far-reaching and important 
bills that we will consider this Con
gress. 

I am disappointed, therefore, that 
Congress finds itself seemingly unable 
to pass this bill in a form which will 
allow it to become law. 

Now, we find ourselves in this posi
tion today is because a few hard-line 
House Republicans, by insisting on the 
inclusion of language to restrict inter-

national family planning assistance, 
have been unwilling to compromise and 
be flexible in the interests of American 
foreign policy and national security. 

Let me briefly state 3 reasons why I 
think that without the family planning 
restrictions this is a good bill. 

First, this bill authorizes funding of 
both existing needs and the correction 
of long-time existing problems, such as 
a failing computer system, the con
struction of two major long overdue 
embassies, and the remediation of se
curity and maintenance problems 
around the world. International law en
forcement, narcotics abatement, and 
refugee programs are all increased 
under this bill. 

Second, the State Department Au
thorization Bill takes an historic step 
in working with the administration 
and Secretary Albright to reorganize 
the foreign policy bureaucracy of the 
United States, so that the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, the 
United States Information Agency, and 
the Agency for International Develop
ment are brought within the State De
partment and other operations are 
streamlined. 

The reorganization plan presented by 
this bill preserves the unique skills and 
capabilities of each of the current for
eign affairs agencies while creating a 
new, streamlined, structure capable of 
meeting the challenges of the twenty
first century. It is a plan supported by 
the Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
by the President and Secretary of 
State. 

Finally, this bill also contains a 
package to allow repayment of our ar
rears to the United Nations, some $926 
million, with much-needed reform 
benchmarks designed to ensure that 
the United Nations will remain an ef
fective organization in the decades to 
come. 

I am an unabashed supporter of the 
United Nations. I believe a strong and 
effective United Nations is both impor
tant to the world and to the national 
interest of the United States. 

With little fanfare or recognition the 
United Nations serves American inter
ests each and every day. Through the 
UN High Commission for Refugees, it 
feeds and clothes homeless refugees in 
time of war. The World Health Organi
zation fights diseases like AIDS. The 
United Nations Children's Fund com
bats childhood poverty, hunger, and 
sickness. The UN Development Pro
grams helps the poorer nations of the 
world develop their infrastructures. 
The UN provides a forum for negoti
ating multilateral agreements on arms 
control, protecting the environment, 
and other matters that affect all na
tions. 

The United Nations helps to protect 
peace and security in dozens of trouble 
spots around the world. Although we 
are often quick to criticize UN oper-

ations, we are slow to credit those suc
cessful U .N. peacekeeping operations in 
such places as the Golan Heights, Mac
edonia, Angola, and Kuwait-all impor
tant to American foreign policy con
cerns. 

This is not to say the United Nations 
is without its faults. The need to re
form and streamline the UN bureauc
racy, refocus the budget structure, 
eliminate duplication, and add trans
parency to all its operations are all in
cluded in the 3 year time-period of this 
bill. 

As the Ranking Member of the Inter
national Operations Subcommittee, I 
was involved in the initial discussions 
on UN dues payment arrears. The final 
result negotiated by the Secretary of 
State, the Chairman, and the Ranking 
Member is a tough, but achievable, se
ries of reforms to be implemented by 
the United Nations over the next three 
years, during which time the United 
States will pay the $926 million it owes 
in back dues. 

Payment of these arrears is no trivial 
matter. The U.N.'s current financial 
difficulties are threatening to render it 
unable to implement many of its most 
important programs. Prompt payment 
by the United States of its arrears is 
the best way to ensure that the UN will 
be able to survive as a force for inter
national peace and ·security in the 
post-Cold War era. 

As someone who values the United 
Nations, I regard the United Nations 
arrears and reform package included in 
this bill to be a major step forward, 
and one of which we can all be proud. 

That is why I find it so unfortunate 
that we are faced today with the pros
pect that all of these achievements will 
be for nothing. And why? Because a 
small group of abortion opponents in 
the House have tied up this Bill over 
the issue of the so-called "Mexico 
City" family planning language. In so 
doing, they are placing their own. nar
row domestic concerns and political 
agenda ahead of all the substantial 
achievements and reforms encap
sulated in this Bill. 

In short, unable to advance their 
agenda through the normal channels of 
congressional policy making (an agen
da unsupported by the vast majority of 
the American people, I might add) they 
have decided to hold this bill hostage 
to achieve a major blow to family plan
ning throughout the world. 

Ironically, their opposition to family 
planning is antithetical to their goal of 
reducing abortions because family 
planning actually reduces the need for 
abortions, and without it terrible star
vation and deprivation is visited upon 
millions in other lands. The irony is 
that no U.S. international family plan
ning funds are spent on abortion in this 
or any other bill. 

Since 1973, U.S. law has prohibited 
any USAID funds from being used to 
pay for abortions as a method of family 
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planning or to coerce any person to 
have an abortion. Today each and any 
program supported by these dollars are 
voluntary, and none involve abortion. 
All programs are rigorously monitored 
to ensure strict compliance. 

In Russia, where the average Russian 
woman used to have a stunning 7 or 8 
abortions in her lifetime, family plan
ning has made a huge difference. An ac
tive family planning effort has actu
ally reduced the number of abortions in 
Russia from 1990 to 1994 by over 20%, 
from 3.6 million to 2.8 million. That is 
800,000 fewer abortions in a four years 
period of time due to family planning 
efforts. 

The story repeats itself over and 
over, wherever family planning exists. 
As our esteemed former colleague 
Mark Hatfield, who was a proudly pro
life Senator, reminded us each time we 
debated this issue, family planning as
sistance prevents abortions. 

I also find the prohibitions placed on 
free speech contained in the Conference 
Report-in essence a global gag rule on 
responsible family planning discus
sions-to be unacceptable. Foreign 
family planning providers would only 
be eligible for U.S. dollars if they agree 
to have their voices silenced. They 
could neither lobby nor discuss or edu
cate under the terms of this Bill. The 
fact that the language included in this 
Conference Report dictates what public 
statements can be made, what con
ferences can be attended, and what 
educational materials can be produced 
with an entity's own funds I find an 
overreaching and dictatorial edict by a 
country that prizes free speech. 

One of the most important and effec
tive components of U.S. foreign assist
ance has for years been our family 
planning programs. These programs re
duce poverty, improve health, and raise 
living standards around the world by 
enhancing the ability of couples and in
dividuals to determine freely and re
sponsibly the number and spacing of 
their children in some of the most 
overpopulated and depraved countries 
on earth. Most of us take these rights 
for granted. None of us knows the level 
of deprivation and suffering that exists 
outside our borders. 

What we can not do now-what we 
should not do now-is allow a small mi
nority of this and the other body to ef
fectively stop any U.S. family planning 
efforts worldwide. 

The President has stated that if the 
Conference Report passes with the fam
ily planning restrictions he will veto 
this bill. By including language in this 
Conference Report which we know will 
result in a veto we will sacrifice-need
lessly and pointlessly-all the impor
tant work accomplished to date. 

I sincerely hope and urge that there 
are sufficient votes in this body to re
ject this Conference Report, return it 
to Conference, remove the counter
productive language, and develop a re-

port which the Senate can support, and 
which the President can sign. 

I urge my colleagues to reject adop
tion of this Conference Report. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HONORING LLOYD M. PELFREY 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 

today to commend Lloyd Pelfrey for 
his service to Central Christian College 
of the Bible in Moberly, Missouri. Mr. 
Pelfrey, an ordained minister of the 
Christian Church since 1953, will retire 
as President of the college on May 8, 
1998. 

President Pelfrey's service to Central 
Christian College started when the 
school opened in September 1957. He 
has worn many hats during his tenure 
at the school, serving as: the President 
of the college, the Acting President, 
the Executive President, the Dean of 
Faculty, the Academic Dean, and a 
Professor of Old Testament. On April 6, 
1973, Mr. Pelfrey became the fourth 
President of Central Christian College. 
He has held this esteemed position 
longer than any other president of the 
college. 

Under President Pelfrey's leadership 
many exciting transformations have 
occurred at the college. He oversaw the 
completion in the construction of the 
Memorial building. Central Christian 
College received accreditation with the 
Accrediting Association of Bible Col
lege under President Pelfrey's adminis
tration. He also contributed to an in
crease in the college's endowment. 

I wish President Pelfrey all the best 
and thank him for his service to the 
community of Central Christian Col
lege of the Bible. May God bless him 
and protect him in his future endeav
ors. 

REPORT CONCERNING THE NA
TIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE
SPECT TO SIGNIFICANT NAR
COTICS TRAFFICKERS CENTERED 
IN COLOMBIA- MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT-PM 117 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby report to the Congress on 

the developments since my last report 

concerning the national emergency 
with respect to significant narcotics 
traffickers centered in Colombia that 
was declared in Exe cu ti ve Order 12978 
of October 21, 1995. This report is sub
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

1. On October 21, 1995, I signed Execu
tive Order 12978, "Blocking Assets and 
Pro hi bi ting Transactions with Signifi
cant Narcotics Traffickers" (the 
" Order") (60 Fed. Reg. 54579, October 24, 
1995). The Order blocks all property 
subject to U.S. jurisdiction in which 
there is any interest of four significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers, one of 
whom is now deceased, who were prin
cipals in the so-called Cali drug cartel 
centered in Colombia. These persons 
are listed in the annex to the Order. 
The Order also blocks the property and 
interests in property of foreign persons 
determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the At
torney General and the Secretary of 
State, (a) to play a significant role in 
international narcotics trafficking cen
tered in Colombia or (b) to materially 
assist in or provide financial or techno
logical support for, or goods or services 
in support of, the narcotics trafficking 
activities of persons designated in or 
pursuant to the Order. In addition the 
Order blocks all property and interests 
in property subject to U.S. jurisdiction 
of persons determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with 
the Attorney General and the Sec
retary of State, to be owned or con
trolled by, or to act for or on behalf of, 
persons desig·nated in or pursuant to 
the Order (collectively " Specially Des
ignated Narcotics Traffickers" or 
" SDNTs"). 

The Order further prohibits any 
transaction or dealing by a United 
States person or within the United 
States in property or interests in prop
erty of SDNTs, and any transaction 
that evades or avoids, has the purpose 
of evading or avoiding, or attempts to 
violate, the prohibitions contained in 
the Order. 

Designations of foreign persons 
blocked pursuant to the Order are ef
fective upon the date of determination 
by the Director of the Department of 
the Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (OFAC) acting under authority 
delegated by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Public notice of blocking is 
effective upon the date of filing with 
the Federal Register, or upon prior ac
tual notice. 

2. On October 24, 1995, the Depart
ment of the Treasury issued a notice 
containing 76 additional names of per
sons determined to meet the criteria 
set forth in Executive Order 12978 (60 
Fed. Reg. 54582, October 24, 1995). Addi
tional notices expanding and updating 
the list of SDNTs were published on 
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November 29, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 61288), 
March 8, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 9523), and 
January 21, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 2903). 

Effective February 28, 1997, OF AC 
issued the Narcotics Trafficking Sanc
tions Regulations ("NTSR" or the 
"Regulations"), 31 C.F.R. Part 536, to 
further implement my declaration of a 
national emergency and imposition of 
sanctions against significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co
lombia (62 Fed. Reg. 9959, March 5, 1997). 

On April 17, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 19500, 
April 22, 1997), July 30, 1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 
41850, August 4, 1997), and September 9, 
1997 (62 Fed. Reg. 48177, September 15, 
1997), OF AC amended appendices A and 
B to 31 C.F.R. chapter V, revising infor
mation concerning individuals and en
tities who have been determined to 
play a significant role in international 
narcotics trafficking centered in Co
lombia or have been determined to be 
owned or controlled by, or to act for or 
on behalf of, or to be acting as fronts 
for the Cali cartel in Colombia. These 
actions are part of the ongoing inter
agency implementation of Executive 
Order 12978 of October 21, 1995. These 
changes to the previous SDNT list 
brought it to a total of 426 businesses 
and individuals with whom financial 
and business dealings are prohibited 
and whose assets are blocked under the 
Order. 

3. OF AC has disseminated and rou
tinely updated details of this program 
to the financial, securities, and inter
national trade communities by both 
electronic and conventional media. In 
addition to bulletins to banking insti
tutions via the Federal Reserve System 
and the Clearing House Interbank Pay
ments System (CHIPS), individual no
tices were provided to all relevant 
State and Federal regulatory agencies, 
automated clearing houses, and State 
and independent banking associations 
across the country. OF AC contacted all 
major securities industry associations 
and regulators. It posted electronic no
tices on the Internet and over 10 com
puter bulletin boards and 2 fax-on-de
mand services, and provided the same 
material to the U.S. Embassy in Bo
gota for distribution to U.S. companies 
operating in Colombia. 

4. As of March 25, 1998, OF AC had 
issued nine specific licenses pursuant 
to Executive Order 12978. These li
censes were issued in accordance with 
established Treasury policy author
izing the completion of presanctions 
transactions and the provision of legal 
services to and payment of fees for rep
resentation of SDNTs in proceedings 
within the United States arising from 
the imposition of sanctions. 

5. The narcotics trafficking sanctions 
have had a significant impact on the 
Cali drug cartel. Of the 133 business en
tities designated as SDNTs as of Feb
ruary 20, 1998, 41, or nearly a third, 
having a combined net worth estimated 
at more than $45 million and combined 

income of more than $200 million, had 
been determined to have gone into liq
uidation. As a result of OFAC designa
tions, 3 Colombian banks have closed 
about 300 SDNT accounts of nearly 100 
designated individuals. One of the larg
est SDNT commercial entities, a dis
count drugstore with an annual income 
exceeding $136 million, has been re
duced to operating on a cash basis. 
These specific results augment the less 
quantifiable but significant impact of 
denying the designated individuals and 
entities of the cartel access to U.S. fi
nancial and commercial facilities. 

Various enforcement actions carried 
over from prior reporting periods are 
continuing and new reports of viola
tions are being aggressively pursued. 
Two criminal investigations are ongo
ing. Since my last report, OF AC has 
collected its first civil monetary pen
alty for violations of IEEPA and the 
Regulations under the program. OF AC 
collected $2,625 from a commercial 
agent for ocean-going oil tankers for 
violative funds transfers. 

6. The expenses incurred by the Fed
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from October 21, 1997, through April 20, 
1998, that are directly attributable to 
the exercise of powers and authorities 
conferred by the declaration of the na
tional emergency with respect to Sig
nificant Narcotics Traffickers are esti
mated at approximately $620,000. Per
sonnel costs were largely centered in 
the Department of the Treasury (par
ticularly in the Office of Foreign As
sets Control, the U.S. Customs Service, 
and the Office of the General Counsel), 
the Department of Justice, and the De
partment of State. These data do not 
reflect certain costs of operations by 
the intelligence and law enforcement 
communities. 

7. Executive Order 12978 provides my 
Administration with a tool for combat
ting the actions of significant foreign 
narcotics traffickers centered in Co
lombia and the unparalleled violence, 
corruption, and harm that they cause 
in the United States and abroad. The 
Order is designed to deny these traf
fickers the benefit of any assets subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States 
and to prevent United States persons 
from engaging in any commercial deal
ings with them, their front companies, 
and their agents. Executive Order 12978 
demonstrates the United States com
mitment to end the damage that such 
traffickers wreak upon society in the 
United States and abroad. 

The magnitude and the dimension of 
the problem in Colombia-perhaps the 
most pivotal country of all in terms of 
the world's cocaine trade-are ex
tremely grave. I shall continue to exer
cise the powers at my disposal to apply 
economic sanctions against significant 
foreign narcotics traffickers and their 
violent and corrupting activities as 
long as these measures are appropriate, 
and will continue to report periodically 

to the Congress on significant develop
ments pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24, 1998. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. 1989. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to increase the standard 
deduction amount to reduce the marriage 
penalty, simplify the filing of individual tax 
returns, and provide tax relief for lower and 
middle income individuals, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 1990. A bill to authorize expansion of 
Fort Davis National Historic Site in Fort 
Davis, Texas; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 
S. 1991. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Transportation to issue regulations to pro
vide for improvements in the conspicuity of 
rail cars of rail carriers; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 1992. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the $500,000 
exclusion of a gain on the sale of a principal 
residence shall apply to certain sales by a 
surviving spouse; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. Res. 217. A resolution recognizing the 

Valley Forge M111tary Academy and College 
for establishing the "General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf Library"; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. Res. 218. A resolution to authorize testi
mony, production of Senate documents, and 
representation by Senate Legal Counsel in 
civil case; considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. 1989. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
standard deduction amount to reduce 
the marriage penalty, simplify the fil
ing of individual tax returns, and pro
vide tax relief for lower and middle in
come individuals, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE MARRIAGE PENALTY REDUCTION ACT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is the 
time of the year when we are certain to 
hear more ideas for tax reform. We're 
certain to hear many colleagues dis
cuss the unfairness of our current tax 
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code. Although taxes in this country 
remain lower than major competitors 
like the United Kingdom, Japan, and 
Germany, many families feel their tax 
burden has been increasing. 

One of the interesting reasons why 
some individuals feel squeezed is the 
changing nature of the tax burden over 
the last few decades. For example, indi
vidual income taxes- both as a per
centage of all federal taxes paid and as 
a percentage of gross domestic prod
uct-are at roughly the same levels as 
they were in 1970. Yet during that same 
time period the so-called social insur
ance taxes or payroll taxes have risen 
dramatically, primarily to fund Social 
Security and Medicare. And the por
tion of revenues collected from cor
porate income taxes has fallen by an 
equally dramatic amount. For exam
ple, in 1960, we collected $1.89 in indi
vidual income taxes for every $1.00 in 
corporate income taxes. By 1980 this 
ratio has risen to $3.78 in individual in
come taxes for every $1.00 in corporate 
income taxes. And today we collect 
$4.02 in individual income taxes for 
every $1.00 in corporate income taxes. 
It is no wonder individuals feel 
squeezed. 

As we begin to debate several tax re
form proposals this year, perhaps none 
will receive as much attention as the 
so-called marriage penalty. The mar
riage penalty refers to the aspect of the 
tax code, which results in many mar
ried couples paying more in taxes than 
they would if both spouses remained 
single. Yet few will discuss- and I 
found this to be very interesting-that 
51 percent of married couples actually 
receive a marriage "bonus' ', meaning 
they pay less in federal taxes as a re
sult of being married. 

Let me repeat that. Fifty-one percent 
of married couples-a majority of mar
ried couples-pay less in federal taxes 
than they would if both spouses re
mained single. Last June CBO found 
that 51 percent of married couples re
ceive a marriage bonus averaging $1,300 
per couple. If they were required to file 
as single individuals, federal revenues 
would be $32.9 billion greater each 
year. 

CBO also found that 42 percent of 
married couples are subject to a mar
riag·e penalty, paying an average of 
$1,400 more per couple in taxes than if 
both were single , for a total of $28.8 bil
lion per year in additional revenues. In 
other words, fully eliminating the mar
riage penalty costs $28.8 billion per 
year. However, if both marriage pen
al ties and marriage bonuses were 
eliminated, there would actually be a 
net increase in federal revenues of $4.1 
billion per year. Forty-two percent of 
married couples would receive a tax 
cut, but 51 percent of married couples 
would receive a tax increase. 

There is no way to make a statement 
about income tax exciting. There is 
nothing you can talk about that brings 

you out on the edge of your seat. I am 
not going to try to do that. So I am 
going to put into the RECORD several 
examples of how couples, both making 
$20,000 a year and filing jointly or filing 
single , and then one breadwinner mak
ing $200,000 while his spouse stays 
home and cares for the children- how 
much less they would pay than the 
married couple making $40,000. 

I think you can already see the trend 
is to try to take care of that lower in
come and not increase the bonus, as S. 
1285 does. 

CBO found numerous causes for these 
differentials in tax treatment. How
ever, two major factors explain most of 
the reason why married couples are 
treated differently: (1) the standard de
duction, and (2) the tax rate schedules. 
In each case, the cutoff for married 
couples is about two-thirds higher than 
for single individuals. 

For example, in 1998, the standard de
duction is $4,250 for singles and $7 ,100 
for married joint filers- about 67% 
higher, but applying to two people in
stead of one. This has significant impli
cations for married couples who do not 
itemize their deductions. For a couple 
where one spouse earns all the income, 
this means a deduction of $2,850 more 
than if both spouses were single, giving 
them a marriage bonus. However, for a 
couple where both spouses have signifi
cant income, the result is a deduction 
of $1 ,400 less than if both were single. 

Similar results occur when com
paring tax rates. In 1998 the 15% brack
et extends to incomes of $25,350 for sin
gles, and $42,350 for married joint fil
ers-about 67% higher. Most one-in
come couples re.ceive a marriage bonus 
because an additional $17,000 is taxed 
at the lower 15% level. However, many 
dual-income married couples will find 
that less of their income is taxed at the 
15% level. 

So it is far more complex than some 
have been led to believe. For instance, 
many married couples currently re
ceiving a marriage bonus have the im
pression that all married couples are 
penalized. Many married couples are 
unaware that there is such a thing as a 
marriage bonus. But remember- 51 per
cent of all married couples currently 
receive a marriage " bonus" and pay an 
average of $1 ,300 LESS in taxes than if 
they were single, according to CBO. 
They tried to eliminate the so-called 
marriage penalty. But they increased 
the marriage bonus we now have for 
over 50 percent of our filers. Therefore , 
I think that is a little bit unfair for a 
$200,000-a-year filer to receive an addi
tional tax cut where we are just trying 
to make it even for those who make 
$40,000 or less. 

I believe we should consider taking 
reasonable steps to address the mar
riage penalty. However, I strongly dis
agree with the approach taken in the 
leading Senate bill proposed on this 
topic-S. 1285. S. 1285 would allow mar-

ried couples to file " combined" returns 
where income can be split 50- 50, and 
each spouse taxed at single rates. 

S. 1285 would add significantly to the 
complexity of the current Tax Code. 
Last year we went through all of this. 
" We are going to reduce the Tax Code; 
we are going to make it simpler. '' We 
only added almost 900 pages to the Tax 
Code last year. We go out here and beat 
our chest and say, " Oh, we have re
formed the Tax Code. We have made it 
simpler, we have given some tax cuts 
with 900 additional pages. " No wonder 
H&R Block and CPAs are doing busi
ness. We made it so complicated even 
the smartest minds do not want to fool 
with it. 

S. 1285 would add significantly to the 
complexity of the current tax code, re
quiring many couples to calculate their 
taxes under both the traditional " mar
ried filing jointly" category and also 
under the new " combined" category. 
But even more troubling, it goes well 
beyond what is necessary to address 
the marriage penalty. The costs of the 
bill appear astronomical-somewhere 
in the neighborhood of $40 billion per 
year. For many couples who currently 
face a marriage penalty under S. 1285 
their tax burdens would now be even 
lower than if they were both single. In 
other words, many couples currently 
facing a marriage penalty would find 
that S. 1285 would not only eliminated 
the penalty but create a new marriage 
bonus as well. 

And beyond the impact on the mar
riage penalty, S. 1285 would have the 
effect of actually increasing the mar
riage bonus for many couples who al
ready receive a marriage bonus. Let me 
provide an example. 

Consider a young, affluent family of 
four. Spouse No. 1 makes $200,000 while 
spouse No. 2 stays at home to raise 
their two children. They have $30,000 in 
deductions. According to estimates 
supplied to me by Citizens for Tax Jus
tice, this family currently receives a 
marriage " bonus" of $3,161 , but under 
S. 1285 the marriage " bonus" would 
grow to $4,807. 

Mr. President, I understand the mar
riage penalty, I also understand the ap
peal of this issue politically. But why 
in the world would we pass a bill to 
give a couple making $200,000 the 
chance to pay $4,807 less in taxes than 
if they were single, and claim we are 
doing this in the name of fighting the 
marriage penalty? It seems that S. 1285 
would give very generous tax cuts to 
wealthy married couples who currently 
do not face any marriage penalty what
soever, Why would we do this? 

I believe there is a much more logical 
approach. It is a simpler approach. It 
would significantly reduce the mar
riage penalty, especially for lower and 
middle income families. And it would 
simplify the tax code at the same time. 
And perhaps most importantly it would 
not give huge tax windfalls to wealthy 
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couples who already receive a marriage 
" bonus" under current law. 

Mr. President, today I am intro
ducing the Marriage Penalty Reduction 
Act. My legislation would significantly 
increase the standard deduction, to 
$6,000 for singles, $9,000 for heads of 
households, and $12,000 for married cou
ples. For many lower and middle in
come married couples who face a mar
riage penalty, the current standard de
duction is the single most important 
reason. Under my proposal, the stand
ard deduction would no longer have 
any role in creating a marriage pen
alty. None. 

There are several advantages to this 
approach. By setting the standard de
duction for married couples at exactly 
twice the level of singles, no marriage 
penalty can occur. 

Mr. President, 70 percent of all indi
vidual tax filers currently take the 
standard deduction. In other words, 
only 30 percent itemize their deduc
tions. For married couples who cur
rently take the standard deduction, my 
proposal will grant them a tax cut of at 
least $735, significantly reducing any 
existing marriage penalty. If this 
$12,000 deduction we.re in effect in 1998, 
along with the current personal exemp
tion of $2, 700, a family of four would 
find that their first $22,800 would not be 
subject to income taxes. 

Let me give a second example. Cou
ple No. 2 is a young, newlywed couple. 
Each makes $20,000 per year, for a total 
of $40,000. They take the standard de
duction. Under current law they owe 
$4,125 in income taxes as a married cou
ple, but would only owe $3,915 in com
bined income taxes if both remained 
single. In other words, current law im
poses a " marriage penalty" of $210 on 
couple No. 2. 

Under S. 1285, couple No. 2 would, in 
fact, be able to eliminate their entire 
marriage penalty. Their tax bill would 
be reduced by $210. However, under 
may proposal, since the standard de
duction would also be raised overall, 
couple No. 2 would see their overall tax 
bill decline by $765. My proposal would 
completely eliminate the marriage 
penalty, and also provide tax relief for 
this moderate income couple. 

There are advantages for some of 
those who currently itemize deductions 
as well. Of the 30 percent who do 
itemize, the average amount of deduc
tions is about $16,000. However, for 
married couples with itemized deduc
tions under $12,000, they will no longer 
have to go to the trouble of making 
calculations under the legislation I am 
proposing today. They can simply take 
the higher standard deduction. For 
many, this will greatly simplify the 
process of doing their taxes. 

And my proposal will cost signifi
cantly less than S. 1285. Most who have 
looked at the issue of tax relief in 1998 
understand that S. 1285 is far more 
than we can afford. My approach costs 

far less. I intend to ask the Joint Com
mittee on Taxation for an official esti
mate of this proposal. If we are to de
bate a tax package later this year with 
a significant component devoted to the 
marriage penalty, it is my hope that 
the proposal I am introducing today 
can form the basis for a more logical, 
more rational approach, to the issue. It 
is also an approach which costs less 
and simplifies the tax code at the same 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of this straight
forward proposal appear in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1989 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Marriage 
Penalty Reduction Act". 
SEC. 2. INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION 

AMOUNT. 
(a) STANDARD DEDUCTION AMOUNT .-Section 

63(c)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to the basic standard deduction) is 
amended-

(1) by striking " $5,000" and inserting 
" $12,000" in subparagraph (A), 

(2) by striking " $4,400" and inserting 
" $9,000" in subparagraph (B), 

(3) by striking " $3,000" and inserting 
" $6,000" in subparagraph (C), and 

(4) by striking " $2,500" and inserting 
" $6,000" in subparagraph (D). 

(b) INDEXING OF AMOUNT.-Subparagraph 
(B) of section 63(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to adjustments for in
flation) is amended-

(1) in clause (i)-
(A) by striking "(2) or", and 
(B) by striking " and" at the end, 
(2) in clause (11), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting " , and'', and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
" (iii) 'calendar year 1998' in the case of the 

dollar amounts contained in paragraph (2). " . 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 
S. 1991. A bill to require the Sec

retary of Transportation to issue regu
lations to provide for improvements in 
the conspicui ty of rail cars of rail car
riers; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

RAILROAD CAR VISIBILITY ACT 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today, 

I am introducing the " Railroad Car 
Visibility Act, " requiring that all rail
road cars have some form of visible 
marker such as reflectors or reflective 
tape. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
reduce the number of accidents with 
both moving trains at rail crossings, 
and with rail cars parked on sidings. In 
South Dakota a number of such acci
dents have occurred recently at rural 

and small town rail crossings and sid
ings which are often unprotected or un
lighted. Such accidents occur in rural 
areas across the country. 

As a result, last year I urged the De
partment of Transportation (DOT) to 
take appropriate measures to improve 
railroad car visibility. While DOT has 
begun enforcing rules governing loco
motive visibility, rail cars are still not 
required to have reflective lighting. 
However, DOT research concludes that 
" retroreflective materials are useful 
and satisfactory for enhancing the visi
bility of railroad cars. " 

This legislation has the support of 
both South Dakota's legislature and 
Governor Janklow. For relatively little 
cost, this legislation will improve rail
road car visibility and thereby reduce 
the number of accidents, unnecessary 
injuries and deaths at rail crossings 
and sidings. Therefore I urge my col
leagues to support this legislation and 
work with me to secure its passage. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this bill printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1991 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. IMPROVED CONSPICUITY OF RAIL 

CARS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 20132 of title 49, 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) by striking the heading and inserting 

the following: 
"§ 20132. Visible markers for train cars"; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(c) IMPROVED CONSPICUITY.-Not later 

than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this subsection, the Secretary of Transpor
tation shall-

" (1) develop and implement a plan to en
sure that the requirements of this section 
are met; and 

" (2) issue regulations that require that, 
not later than 2 years after the date of 
issuance of the regulations, all cars of 
freight, passenger, or commuter trains be 
equipped, and, if necessary, retrofitted, with 
at least 1 highly visible marker (including 
reflective tape or appropriate lighting)." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 201 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the item relat
ing to section 20132 and inserting the fol
lowing: 
" 20132. Visible markers for train cars. " . 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 263 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S . 263, a bill to prohibit 
the import, export, sale, purchase, pos
session, transportation, acquisition, 
and receipt of bear viscera or products 
that contain or claim to contain bear 
viscera, and for other purposes. 
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s. 361 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. D' AMATO), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), and the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 361, a 
bill to amend the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 to prohibit the sale, import, 
and export of products labeled as con
taining endangered species, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1334 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1334, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to establish a demonstration 
project to evaluate the feasibility of 
using the Federal Employees Health 
Benefits program to ensure the avail
ability of adequate health care for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under 
the military health care system. 

s. 1360 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) and the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. MACK) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1360, a bill to amend the Illegal Im
migration Reform and Immigrant Re
sponsibility Act of 1996 to clarify and 
improve the requirements for the de
velopment of an automated entry-exit 
control system, to enhance land border 
control and enforcement, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1589 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the name of the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1589, a bill to provide dollars to the 
classroom. 

s. 1677 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1677, a bill to 
reauthorize the North American Wet
lands Conservation Act and the Part
nerships for Wildlife Act. 

s. 1723 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MACK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1723, a bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to assist the 
United States to remain competitive 
by increasing the access of the United 
States firms and institutions of higher 
education to skilled personnel and by 
expanding educational and training op
portunities for American students and 
workers. 

s. 1903 

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) and the Senator 
from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1903, a bill to 
prohibit the return of veterans memo-

rial objects to foreign nations without 
specific authorization in law. 

s. 1957 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1957, a bill to provide regulatory as
sistance to small business concerns, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1982 

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1982, a bill to equalize the 
minimun adjustments to prices for 
fluid milk under milk marketing or
ders. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY), the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), and 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
BINGAMAN) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 65, a 
concurrent resolution calling for a 
United States effort to end restriction 
on the freedoms and human rights of 
the enclaved people in the occupied 
area of Cyprus. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 170 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Resolution 170, a res
olution expressing the sense of the Sen
ate that the Federal investment in bio
medical research should be increased 
by $2,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1999. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 197 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator from Illi
nois (Mr. DURBIN), and the Senator 
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 197, a resolution designating May 
6, 1998, as " National Eating Disorders 
Awareness Day" to heighten awareness 
and stress prevention of eating dis
orders. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 212 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the names of the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), and the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Resolution 212, a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that at the up
coming United States-China summit 
the President should demand the re
lease of all persons remaining impris
oned in China and Tibet for political or 
religious reasons, and for other pur
poses. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 217- RECOG
NIZING THE VALLEY FORGE 
MILITARY COLLEGE FOR ESTAB
LISHING THE " GENERAL H. NOR
MAN SCHWARZKOPF LIBRARY" 
Mr. SPECTER submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 217 
Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 

graduated from Valley Forge Military Acad
emy and College as Valedictorian in 1952 and 
graduated from the United States Military 
Academy at West Point in 1956; 

Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
served with distinction with over 35 years of 
service, earning numerous distinguished 
service awards including awards for valor 
and two purple hearts, foreign decorations, 
as well as the Congressional Gold Medal and 
the Presidential Medal of Freedom; 

Whereas General H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
commanded a multi-national coalition of 34 
members during Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm and freed the country of Ku
wait on February 26, 1991; and 

Whereas the Valley Forge Military Acad
emy and College intends to build the General 
H. Norman Schwarzkopf Library and to dedi
cate it as a national commemorative site for 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
recognizes Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College for establishing a "General H. 
Norman Schwarzkopf Library'', which will 
serve as a national commemorative site for 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the Val
ley Forge Military Academy and College. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today I 
seek to submit a resolution recognizing 
the Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College for establishing the "Gen
eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf Library." 

The Valley Forge Military Academy 
and College, located near Historic Val
ley Forge National Park and Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania, is the ideal site to 
commemorate General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf and his many accomplish
ments. The Academy broke ground in 
March, 1998 to begin construction of a 
Regimental Mess Hall, a section of 
which will serve as a Library to honor 
those Americans who participated in 
the Desert Shield and Desert Storm 
campaigns. The Library, which would 
serve both the Academy and the com
munity, will contain some of the Gen
eral 's personal papers, memorabilia, 
and artifacts commemorating Desert 
Storm and Desert Shield. It would be 
appropriate and beneficial for young 
collegians to have access to history 
they have witnessed. In 1989, General 
Schwarzkopf is quoted as having said, 
" West Point prepared me for the Army, 
but Valley Forge prepared me for life. " 

General Schwarzkopf graduated from 
the Valley Forge Military Academy as 
Valedictorian in 1952, thereafter he en
tered the United States Military Acad
emy at West Point. During Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Gen
eral Schwarzkopf served as the Com
mander in Chief of the United States 
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Central Command. From his days as an 
accomplished cadet, General 
Schwarzkopf has proven himself to be a 
superior and compassionate com
mander. 

General Schwarzkopf has served the 
United States with distinction for 
more than 35 years. Throughout his 
military career, the General has earned 
numerous distinguished service awards 
including commendations for valor, 
two purple hearts, honoring decora
tions, as well as the Congressional Gold 
Medal and the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom. 

For these reasons, I take great pride 
in sponsoring this resolution to recog
nize the Valley Forge Military Acad
emy and College for establishing the 
"General H. Norman Schwarzkopf Li
brary," which will serve as a national 
commemorative site for Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 218-TO AU
THORIZE TESTIMONY, PRODUC
TION OF DOCUMENTS, AND REP
RESENTATION BY SENATE 
LEGAL COUNSEL 

Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE) submitted the following reso
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 218 

Whereas, in the case of Buroojy, et al. v. 
Walsh, et al., Civil Case No. 97-91407, pending 
in the Superior Court of the State of Ari
zona, documents have been subpoened from 
the offices of Senator John McCain and Sen
ator Jon Kyl; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial process, be taken from 
such control or possession but by permission 
of the Senate; 

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
Members, officers, or employees of the Sen
ate with respect to any subpoena, order, or 
request for evidence relating to their official 
responsibilities; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistently 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That employees of the offices of 
Senator McCain and Senator Kyl are author
ized to testify and produce documents in the 
case of Buroojy, et al. v. Walsh, et al., except 
concerning matters for which a privilege or 
objection should be asserted. 

SEC. 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator McCain and 
Senator Kyl and their employees in connec
tion with the testimony and document pro
duction authorized in section one of this res-
olution. · 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY, 
AND CZECH REPUBLIC 

KYL (AND LOTT) EXECUTIVE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2310 

Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. LOTT) 
proposed an amendment to the resolu
tion of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

In paragraph (1) of section 3, after "(1) THE 
STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.-" insert the 
following: 

(A) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES TOWARD 
THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF NATO.-The Sen
ate understands that the initial adaptation 
of NATO's strategy for the post-Cold War en
vironment is contained in the Strategic Con
cept of NATO (as defined in (l)(E)), and that 
its core concepts remain relevant today as 
the North Atlantic Alliance approaches the 
21st century. The Senate understands that 
the policy of the United States toward the 
revised Strategic Concept shall reflect that 
fact and shall be based upon the following 
principles: 

(i) FIRST AND FOREMOST A MILITARY ALLI
ANCE.-NATO is first and foremost a military 
alliance. NATO's success in securing peace is 
predicated on its military strength and stra
tegic unity. 

(ii) PRINCIPAL FOUNDATION FOR DEFENSE OF 
SECURITY INTERESTS OF NATO MEMBERS.
NATO serves as the principal foundation for 
collectively defending the security interests 
of its members against external threats. 

(iii) PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF UNITED 
STATES VITAL NATIONAL SECURITY INTER
ESTS.-Strong United States leadership of 
NATO promotes and protects United States 
vital national security interests. 

(iv) UNITED STATES LEADERSHIP ROLE.
The United States maintains its leadership 
role of NATO through the stationing of 
United States combat forces in Europe, pro
viding military commanders for key NATO 
commands, and through the presence of 
United States nuclear forces on the territory 
of Europe. 

(V) COMMON THREATS.-NATO members will 
face common threats to their security in the 
post-Cold War environment, including-

(!) the potential for the re-emergence of a 
hegamonic power confronting Europe; 

(II) rogue states and non-state actors pos
sessing nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons and the means to deliver these 
weapons by ballistic or cruise missiles, or 
other unconventional delivery means; 

(Ill) threats of a wider nature, including 
the disruption of the flow of vital resources, 
and other possible transnational threats; and 

(IV) conflict in the North Atlantic area 
stemming from ethnic and religious enmity, 
the revival of historic disputes or the actions 
of undemocratic leaders. 

(vi) CORE MISSION OF NATO.-Defense plan
ning will reaffirm a commitment by NATO 

members to a credible capability for collec
tive self-defense, which remains the core 
mission of NATO. All NATO members will 
contribute to this core mission. 

(Vii) CAPACITY TO RESPOND TO COMMON 
THREATS.-NATO's continued success re
quires a credible military capability to deter 
and respond to common threats. Building on 
its core capabilities for collective self-de
fense of its members, NATO will ensure that 
its military force structure, defense plan
ning, command structures, and force goals 
promote NATO's capacity to project power 
when the security of a NATO member is 
threatened, and provide a basis for ad hoc 
coalitions of willing partners among NATO 
members. This will require that NATO mem
bers possess national military capabilities to 
rapidly deploy forces over long distances, 
sustain operations for extended periods of 
time, and operate jointly with the United 
States in high intensity conflicts. 

(viii) INTEGRATED MILITARY STRUCTURE.
The Integrated Military Structure of NATO 
underpins NATO's effectiveness as a military 
alliance by embedding NATO members in a 
process of cooperative defense planning and 
ensuring unity of command. 

(ix) NUCLEAR POSTURE.-Nuclear weapons 
will continue to make an essential contribu
tion to deterring aggression, especially ag
gression by potential adversaries armed with 
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. A 
credible NATO nuclear deterrent posture re
quires the stationing of United States nu
clear forces in Europe, which provides an es
sential political and military link between 
Europe and North America, and the wide
spread participation of NATO members in 
nuclear roles. In addition, the NATO deter
rent posture will continue to ensure uncer
tainty in the mind of any potential aggressor 
about the nature of the response by NATO 
members to military aggression. 

(x) BURDENSHARING.-The responsibility 
and financial burden of defending the democ
racies of Europe will be more equitably 
shared in a manner in which specific obliga
tions and force goals are met by NATO mem
bers. 

CRAIG EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT 
NO. 2311 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CRAIG submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
resolution of ratification for the treaty 
(Treaty Doc. No. 105-36) protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. These protocols 
were opened for signature at Brussels 
on December 16, 1997, and signed on be
half of the United States of America 
and other parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty; as follows: 

Insert after subparagraph (A) of section 
3(1) the following new subparagraph: 

(B) REQUIREMENT OF UNITED NATIONS COM
MITMENT FOR REIMBURSEMENT OR CREDITING 
OF UNITED STATES EXPENDITURES FOR CERTAIN 
NATO MISSIONS.-Prior to the deposit of the 
United States instrument of ratification, the 
President shall certify to the Senate that he 
has obtained a commitment from the United 
Nations that United States expenditures for 
costs incurred in any mission described in 
subparagraph (A)(ii) shall be treated by the 
United Nations as in-kind contributions by 
the United States to a United Nations peace
keeping operation and shall be-

(1) reimbursed to the United States out of 
funds available to the United Nations; or 
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(2) credited toward contributions assessed 

the United States by the United Nations for 
such operations. 

Redesignate subsequent subparagraphs in 
section 3(1) accordingly. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today I 
am filing an amendment related to the 
resolution of ratification for the pro
posed expansion of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

Last May, President Clinton publicly 
embraced the idea of a "new NATO" 
mission. It is my concern that the 
President's vision of a new NATO will 
signal the end of NA TO as a defensive 
alliance and begin its role as a global 
peacekeeping organization. 

I have several concerns about the 
President's vision for NATO, not the 
least of which is cost for a " new" 
NATO. It seems to me that if the Presi
dent continues to eagerly commit our 
men and women in uniform to dan
gerous peace-keeping missions, for 
which, the U.S. invariably pays the 
lion 's share of the cost, the United Na
tions should either be forced to reim
burse us for those costs, or relieve our 
so-called arrears. 

Therefore, I will be offering an 
amendment which requires that prior 
to the deposit of the instrument of 
ratification for NATO expansion, the 
President must certify that the Senate 
has obtained a commitment from the 
United Nations that the U.S. will be re
imbursed or credited for costs incurred 
in peace-keeping missions. 

I am offering this amendment be
cause I am both concerned and frus
trated by the tremendous costs that 
the U.S. incurs in peacekeeping and hu
manitarian missions around the globe. 
Our men and women in uniform are 
asked to do more and more, with less 
and less. Meanwhile, American tax
payers foot the bill for these missions. 
Yet, the United States is handed the 
single largest assessed contribution for 
any U.N. member, despite the huge 
commitments we maintain across the 
globe. · 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this common-sense amendment to 
force the United Nations to account for 
the contributions that the United 
States has made to peace-keeping 
around the world. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for information 
of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources will be 
held on Wednesday, April 29, 1998, 10 
a .m. , in SD-430 of the Senate Dirksen 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
" Assistive Technology Act. " For fur
ther information, please call the com
mittee, 2021224-5375. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I . 
would like to announce for information 

of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Public 
Health and Safety, Senate Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources will be 
held on Thursday, April 30, 1998, 11 
a.m. , in SD-430 of the Senate Dirksen 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
Agency for Heal th Care Policy Re
search. For further information, please 
call the committee , 202/224-5375. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NORTHERN IRELAND PEACE 
AGREEMENT 

•Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
was unable to vote on Senate Concur
rent Resolution 90, which acknowl
edges the historic Northern Ireland 
Peace Agreement. Had I been present I 
would have voted in favor of the resolu
tion. I request that the official record 
so indicate. 

Mr. President, Ireland has suffered 
thirty years of turmoil, a tragic set of 
circumstances which has taken a deep 
toll on the Irish people. This toll can 
be measured in the loss of thousands of 
lives, and the instability which arises 
from thirty years of constant fighting , 
and terror. Despite the best efforts of 
the governments of the Republic of Ire
land and the United Kingdom over the 
years to find an equitable solution, 
these , until recently were to no avail. 

Mr. President, finally I would note 
that the symbolism of this accord 
being reached on Good Friday should 
not escape us. It has been said that 
Good Friday is the vortex to which all 
history is drawn, and out of which all 
history flows , forever transformed. Let 
us hope that this momentous accord 
will set Ireland on a course towards 
peace and prosperity from which there 
is no turning back.• 

STEPHEN C. ROBINSON-U.S. AT
TORNEY FOR THE STATE OF 
CONNECTICUT 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there are 
few issues as important as protecting 
our citizens and keeping our commu
nities free of crime. Americans should 
feel secure in their homes, at their 
schools, and in their neighborhoods, 
and in recent years we have made tre
mendous progress in this area, reduc
ing the crime rate for a record five 
years in a row. But more work needs to 
be done . One of the most effective ways 
to make our streets safer is attracting 
talented and committed individuals to 
work in law enforcement. That is why 
I am so pleased that my Senate col
leagues have displayed great wisdom 
and unanimously confirmed Stephen C. 
Robinson to serve as U.S. Attorney for 
the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. Ro bins on has extensive and var
ied law enforcement experience in the 
public sector and his legal and inves-

tigative work for the private sector 
well qualify him to serve in this posi
tion. I was proud to recommend his 
nomination to the President, and I be
lieve that he will bring a sense of intel
ligence, integrity, and energy to this 
office. 

After graduating from Cornell Uni
versity and Cornell Law School, Mr. 
Robinson was in private practice for 
several years. He then became an As
sistant U.S. Attorney in the Southern 
District of New York where he directed 
the prosecution of narcotics cases and 
tax fraud and securities fraud cases. He 
also argued appeals in the U.S. Court of 
Appeals in the Second Circuit. In 1990, 
Mr. Robinson received the Department 
of Justice 's Director Award for Supe
rior Performance as an Assistant U.S. 
Attorney. 

Mr. Robinson also has served as Asso
ciate General Counsel and Managing 
Director at Kroll Associates, the 
world 's largest private investigation 
firm. In 1993, FBI Director Louis Freeh 
asked Mr. Robinson to join the Bureau 
as his Special Assistant and General 
Counsel. At the FBI, he oversaw 
counter-terrorism and counter-espio
nage policy and investigation; revision 
of the selection and promotion process 
for Special Agents; and FBI undercover 
investigation proposals. Mr. Robinson 
has most recently worked as Chief 
Compliance Officer for Aetna U.S. 
Healthcare in Middletown, Con
necticut, and he is also an instructor of 
Trial Practice Law at Yale Law 
School. 

Mr. Robinson's confirmation is par
ticularly significant in Connecticut, 
because he is the first African-Amer
ican to ever serve as our State's top 
federal prosecutor. He has spoken pub
licly about the sense of hopelessness 
amongst young blacks throughout the 
country. And having grown up in the 
Bedford-Stuyvesant section of Brook
lyn, Mr. Robinson hopes that young 
people from inner cities will look at 
him and see someone who can not only 
relate to their circumstances, but who 
also illustrates that if you get your 
education and work hard you can at
tain your goals , regardless of where 
you come from. Mr. Robinson stands as 
a positive role model for African-Amer
ican youths, and in fact all young peo
ple. 

By taking the post of Connecticut's 
U.S. Attorney, Mr. Robinson is renew
ing his connection to public service. 
But this may have never been possible 
were it not for a conversation between 
Steve and his mother in 1996. During 
the Thanksgiving holidays, his mother 
encouraged him to return to public 
service and give more back to his com
munity. Mr. Robinson has frequently 
stated that this conversation prompted 
him to reevaluate what he wanted to 
do with his life. Upon reflection, he de
cided to take his mother's advice, and 
he decided that he should return to 
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public service. On behalf of the people 
of Connecticut, I would like to thank 
Steve's mother. Steve Robinson is a 
man of outstanding character and in
telligence , and we are fortunate to 
have him serve as our next U.S. Attor
ney. 

I offer my sincere congratulations to 
Steve, his wife Kathleen Sullivan, his 
daughter Victoria, and all of his family 
and friends on his well-deserved con
firmation. I have every confidence that 
he will flourish in this position.• 

THE 5TH ANNUAL HEARTS FOR 
LIFE BENEFIT 

•Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a very special event 
in the state of Michigan. The 5th An
nual Hearts for Life Benefit, sponsored 
by Right To Life-Lapeer County, will 
take place on Monday, May 4, 1998, at 
the Lapeer County Center Building. 
The Master of Ceremonies will be the 
Honorable Michael P. Higgins and the 
guest speaker for the evening will be 
Monsignor James P. Lisante, director 
of Family Ministry and Pastor of St. 
Thomas the Apostle in West Hemp
stead, New York. He is a champion of 
pro-life causes. 

An event like this one is very impor
tant for the pro-life movement. It rein
forces the fact that at every level, we 
have people who value the sanctity of 
life working together. This is very en
couraging. All who are involved with 
the Hearts for Life event should be 
commended not only for their efforts in 
planning it but for their efforts in pro
moting this very important cause. I ex
tend my best wishes and appreciation 
to the Right To Life- Lapeer County.• 

KATHERINE PATERSON, WINNER 
OF THE 1998 HANS CHRISTIAN 
ANDERSON AWARD 

•Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my wife 
and I have lived our lives in Vermont. 
One of the great advantages of that is 
the wonderful Vermonters we have got
ten to know over the years. 

One of our valued Vermonters is 
Katherine Paterson, who has just won 
the 1998 Hans Christian Anderson 
Award for her authorship of children's 
books. 

Mrs. Paterson has written 27 chil
dren 's books, and she and her husband, 
the Reverend John Paterson, live on 
Cobble Hill in Barre Town, not far from 
our tree farm in Middlesex, Vermont. 

While I was home for Easter Break, I 
read a wonderful article about her in 
the Saturday, April 11th, Times Argus, 
and I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Times Argus, Apr. 11, 1998] 

BARRE AUTHOR WINS WRITING AWARD-FOR 
KATHERINE PATERSON "THE CLOSEST I'LL 
EVER GET TO A NOBEL PRIZE" 

(By David W. Smith) 
BARRE TOWN-Author Katherine Paterson 

has just won what may be the most pres-

tigious award in her field, the Hans Christian 
Andersen Award , but that doesn ' t make find
ing a last-minute seat on a plane to New 
Delhi any easier. 

" It's hard to get a ticket to India, " she 
said with a sigh, as yet another phone call 
interrupted her train of thought. 

Paterson, the well-known Barre author of 
27 children 's books, needs to find her way to 
the other side of the world by April 20 to re
ceive the award , bestowed every two years 
by the International Board on Books for 
Young People (IBBY). An international jury 
of children's literature specialists selects a 
recipient who has created a body of work im
portant to the genre. Paterson's work has 
been translated into 22 languages. 

" An award for a body of work is the best 
kind, " said Paterson. " None of your children 
get neglected." 

Sitting in the parlor of her house on Cob
ble Hill Road, Paterson joked about the 
award and the prestige that children's au
thors accept in lieu of money, but also re
flected with a sense of wonder on the amount 
of attention she 's received in her 34-year 
writing career. 

" It's thrilling. I'm surprised at how 
thrilled I was," she said. " It's the closest I'll 
ever get to a Nobel Prize. " 

Paterson's first attempt at serious writing 
was a book for the Presbyterian Church ex
plaining questions of religious faith to chil
dren. "Who Am I?" was published in 1964, but 
from there it would be a long seven years 
until another of her works went to press. 

" I feel I've paid my dues," she said. 
Working in a small corner room of her 

house with a single skylight which she de
scribed as "the room that has books all over 
the floor, " Paterson tries to rise each day 
and write for a few hours before breakfast. 

"(It's when) your critical mind is lazier 
than your creative mind," she said. " I'm 
glad I have a critical mind, it just gets in the 
way when you're trying to get through the 
first draft. " Paterson writes for children of 
all ages, but is best known by her novels for 
10-14 year-olds, like " Lyddie, " "The Great 
Gilly Hopkins," " Bridge to Terabithia, " and 
" Jip, His Story. " 

" I really am a writer for children and very 
happy to be a writer for children," she said. 
"They're your best audience. They want 
your book to be the best book they ever 
read. " 

The recipient of many awards, Paterson 
has also been subject to critical scrutiny. 
Her books have been singled out as con
taining everything from obscenity and pro
fanity to religious blasphemy and have even 
been banished from libraries. 

Never one to shy away from difficult sub
ject matter, " Lyddie ," deals with the sexual 
harassment and exploitation of mid-19th cen
tury factory girls, while "Terabithia" fo
cuses on a child's grief at the death of a spe
cial friend. Paterson said that usually it is 
the adults, not the young readers, who are 
upset by her work. 

"(Adults) don ' t want to believe that chil
dren feel things as deeply as they do, " she 
said. "They want them to stay innocent. " 

Paterson said she felt her more con trover
sial work was often released at the same 
time as other children's books which dealt 
with similar topics. 

" We all breathe the same air, " she said, 
" and we all sort of breathe in themes at the 
same time." 

A play based on her novel, "The Great 
Gilly Hopkins, " which was adapted by her 
son David, will be presented by the Center 
Stage Theater Group on May 8 and 9 at the 

Barre Opera House. The same play is being 
performed on Broadway.• 

DEDICATION OF THE BETHEL 
CHURCH OF GOD IN CHRIST 

• Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, on 
April 26, the Bethel Church of God in 
Christ will celebrate "A New Work. " 
Not only will this two year old min
istry install a new pastor, Elder George 
Shepherd Christopher, but also, the 
congregation will dedicate its new 
church in Pittsburgh. The theme for 
the installation service comes from 
Psalm 118:23, " This is the Lord's doing, 
it is marvelous in our eyes." 

The Bethel Church of God in Christ is 
a community based, Bible believing, 
Christ centered, Spirit directed fellow
ship. For the past two years, this 
church has selflessly dedicated itself to 
community service. The congregation 
believes it is necessary to minister to 
the whole person for the glory of God. 
Having pledged to provide "Ministry to 
the heart of East Liberty and beyond, " 
the church looks forward to the chal
lenges and promises of the future. 

Mr. President, the parishioners and 
clergy have worked and prayed tire
lessly for both the new building and 
their new pastor. In closing, I ask my 
colleagues to join me in extending the 
Senate's best wishes to the Bethel 
Church of God in Christ. With God's 
help, this church will be a light for lost 
souls in East Liberty and throughout 
Pittsburgh.• 

HONORING THE ARMENIAN VIC-
TIMS OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 

• Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the memory of the eth
nic Armenians who died at the hands of 
the Ottoman Empire from 1915-1923. 
Last week, we marked the 83rd anni
versary of the beginning of a system
atic, officially-sanctioned genocide 
that would eventually claim 1.5 million 
lives and force more than 250,000 to flee 
their homeland. As a result, there are 
fewer than 80,000 Armenians remaining 
in present-day Turkey. 

I have spoken about these events 
every year of my term, on or near this 
date, in order to remind the Senate
and to remind the American people-of 
the sacrifice of these 1.5 million people 
who were murdered simply because of 
their ethnicity. In a country where we 
cherish the ethnic diversity of our citi
zens and welcome legal immigrants 
from around the globe, we sometimes 
forget about the ethnic strife that ex
isted- and continues to exist-all over 
the world. 

Unfortunately, ethnic conflict has 
led to genocide all too often, as we 
have seen during this decade in Bosnia, 
Rwanda, and elsewhere. More recently, 
there has been a resurgence of ethnic 
fighting in Kosovo, where the minority 
Serb population seeks to control the 
majority Albanian population. 
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Mr. President, human rights viola
tions have become all too common
place in the modern world. Beatings, 
rapes, murders, and " disappearances" 
have become routine weapons of war in 
battles where the perpetrators are 
rarely brought to justice. It is my 
strong view that the United States 
must continue to lead the fight for 
global human rights. 

The recent death of Khmer Rouge 
leader Pol Pot-who died before he 
could be tried for the murders of mil
lions of Cambodians-reinforces the ur
gency of bringing those responsible for 
genocide to justice. I applaud the ef
forts of the United Nations Inter
national Criminal Tribunal which is 
currently working to prosecute those 
responsible for the atrocities com
mitted in Rwanda and the Former 
Yugoslavia. 

As we honor the memory of the 1.5 
million Armenians whose annihilation 
began 83 years ago, we must also re
member the countless other victims of 
"ethnic cleansing" around the globe, 
and recommit ourselves to the effort to 
punish those responsible for these un
speakable crimes.• 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF SRI LANKA 

• Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise today to commemorate the 50th 
Anniversary of independence of Sri 
Lanka. I believe it is appropriate that 
we so mark this occasion by offering 
our congratulations to her excellency, 
President Kumaratunga and the people 
of Sri Lanka. 

In the five decades since Sri Lanka 
gained its independence from British 
colonial rule, Sri Lanka has held reg
ular national elections as well as pro
vincial and local government elections. 
The most recent parliamentary elec
tions were held in August 1994, and the 
third presidential election was held in 
November 1994. 

Sri Lanka has prospered economi
cally since 1977, when it introduced 
economic liberalization policies which 
shifted the economy away from state 
controls, subsidies and public sector in
volvement to a market-oriented sys
tem in which private entrepreneurship 
flourishes. The U.S. is Sri Lanka's 
largest trading partner, accounting for 
30% of the latter's exports, and over 90 
U.S. companies have invested in Sri 
Lanka, with a heavy concentration in 
mining and textiles. 

U.S. official relations with Sri Lanka 
date back to 1850 when John Black, an 
American merchant residing in 
Colombo was appointed the first Amer
ican commercial agent in Galle. Fifty 
years later the agency moved to 
Colombo and became a consulate. It 
subsequently became an embassy in 
1948 after Sri Lanka became inde
pendent. 

The exchange of bilateral visits has 
played an important role in strength-

ening the cordial relations between our 
two nations. Then Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles visited Sri Lanka 
soon after its independence, and since 
that time members of this body as well 
as our colleagues in the House have 
regularly visited this lovely country. 

Despite its prosperity and commit
ment to democratic principles, Sri 
Lanka has been plagued for many years 
by two domestic insurgencies, one 
mainly Tamil in the North, and the 
other mainly Sinhalese, in the South. 
The result has been the loss of many 
lives and heavy damage to property. 
The government has reiterated its 
commitment to addressing grievances 
articulated by these groups through di
alog and the process of negotiation. 
Four rounds of unconditional talks 
with the Tamil Tiger separatists were 
held following the President's election 
in November 1994, and a cease fire was 
subsequently reached. This however, 
was breached by the separatists after 
31/ 2 months when they resumed their 
terrorist activity. 

As a result of these terrorist actions 
at home, Sri Lanka has placed counter 
terrorism at the forefront of its foreign 
policy. Sri Lanka was the Vice Chair of 
the United Nations Ad hoc Committee 
on Terrorism and played an important 
role in the drafting of the Convention 
for the Suppression of Terrorist Bomb
ing, being the first to sign the Conven
tion at United Nations Headquarters 
on January 12, 1998. 

I am therefore, Mr. President, 
pleased to acknowledge this occasion 
by expressing best wishes to the Gov
ernment and people of Sri Lanka as 
they celebrate 50 years of independ
ence. I know that we all look forward 
to continued cooperation and friend
ship with the Government and people 
of Sri Lanka in the years ahead.• 

RECOGNIZING ARIZONA'S TOP TWO 
1998 YOUTH VOLUNTEERS 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate and honor two 
young Arizona students who have 
achieved national recognition for ex
emplary volunteer service in their 
communities. Eliza Robinson of Scotts
dale and Jason Kelley of Prescott have 
just been named State honorees in the 
1998 Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards program, an annual honor con
ferred on only one high school student 
and one middle school student in each 
state, the District of Columbia and 
Puerto Rico. 

Ms. Eliza Robinson is being recog
nized for her many years of dedication 
and service to the Multiple Sclerosis 
Society, culminating with a term as 
spokesman for that wonderful organi
zation. 

Mr. Kelley is being recognized for his 
efforts to start a Youth Chamber of 
Commerce. Jason's organization will 
give other young people in his commu-

nity the opportunity to participate in 
Chamber events similar to those spon
sored by their local Chamber of Com
merce, as well as interact with busi
ness leaders from the area. 

In light of numerous statistics that 
indicate Americans today are less in
volved in their communities than they 
once were, it's vital that we encourage 
and support the kind of selfless con
tributions these young people have 
made. People of all ages need to think 
more about how we, as individual citi
zens, can work together at the local 
level to ensure the heal th and vitality 
of our towns and neighborhoods. Young 
volunteers like Mr. Kelley and Ms. 
Robinson are inspiring examples to all 
of us, and are among· our brightest 
hopes for a better tomorrow. 

The program that brought these 
young role models to our attention
The Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards-was created by the Prudential 
Insurance Company of America in part
nership with the National Association 
of Secondary School Principals in 1995 
to impress upon all youth volunteers 
that their contributions are critically 
important and highly valued and to in
spire other young people to follow their 
example. In only three years , the pro
gram has become the nation's largest 
youth recognition effort based solely 
on community service, with more than 
30,000 youngsters participating. 

Ms. Robinson and Mr. Kelley should 
be extremely proud to have been sin
gled out from such a large group of 
dedicated volunteers. As part · of their 
recognition, they will come to Wash
ington in early May, along with other 
1998 honorees from across the country, 
for several days of special events, in
cluding a Congressional breakfast re
ception on Capitol Hill. While in Wash
ington, ten will be named America's 
top youth volunteers of the year by a 
distinguished national selection com
mittee co-chaired by our colleagues, 
Senators BOB KERREY of Nebraska and 
TIM HUTCIDNSON of Arkansas. 

I heartily applaud Mr. Kelley and Ms. 
Robinson for their initiative in seeking 
to make their communities better 
places to live , and for the positive im
pact they have had on the lives of oth
ers. I also would like to salute four 
other young people in my state who 
were named Distinguished Finalists by 
the Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards for their outstanding volunteer 
service. They are: Chrissy Weiers of 
Maricopa, who has demonstrated an ex
traordinary commitment to make her 
peers aware of the dangers of drugs; 
Christina Barela of Glendale, who 
helped organize a day camp for elemen
tary school girls; Purvi Patel of Yuma, 
who designed and built a park adjacent 
to her school with five peers from the 
Gifted and Talented Education Pro
gram; and Tirzah Orcutt of Phoenix, 
who created a volunteer project to 
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paint a mural on the Veterans Admin
istration Medical Nursing Home Care 
unit in Phoenix. 

All these young people have dem
onstrated a level of commitment and 
accomplishment that is truly extraor
dinary in today's world, and deserve 
our sincere admiration and respect. 
Their actions show that young Ameri
cans can-and do-play important roles 
in their communities, and that Amer
ica's community spirit continues to 
hold tremendous promise for the fu
ture.• 

GORTON AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2646 
•Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise to explain my support of Senator 
GORTON's amendment to the Coverdell 
A+ Accounts legislation. I was pleased 
to support the Gorton amendment be
cause it returns the decision making 
authority over our children's education 
to parents, teachers, and locally elect
ed school boards. After more than 30 
years of top down control, it is clear 
that the hundreds of federal education 
programs and one size fits all policies 
from Washington, D.C. are not work
ing. 

The Gorton Amendment allows each 
state to choose from one of three op
tions: to have federal funds sent di
rectly to local school districts minus 
federal regulations; to have funds sent 
to the state education authority with
out federal regulations; or to continue 
to receive federal funds under the cur
rent system of categorical programs. 
Any changes to the current system are 
not mandated by the federal govern
ment-but are left to the discretion of 
the states. 

I believe this is a wonderful oppor
tunity to send money directly to local 
school districts free from the excessive 
mandates and regulations imposed on 
our schools from the Department of 
Education. I want it clearly under
stood, though, that this does not affect 
my support for the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. I 
support the National Board and sup
port further funding for its initiatives. 

The National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) seeks to 
establish high and rigorous standards 
for teachers. It is leading the way in 
making teaching a profession dedicated 
to student learning and to upholding 
high standards for professional per
formance. Teachers are role models for 
our students and our communities. In
terestingly enough, they are the ones 
leading the way in establishing and im
plementing the National Board certifi
cation. 

I fully support the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards and 
hope that this body w111 support it for 
the sake of our young people . It is chil
dren in their care that are the bene
ficiaries of teacher improvement.• 

THE 60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
VERMONT ELECTRICAL COOPER
ATIVE 

• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this time to commemorate 
the 60th birthday of the Vermont Elec
tric Cooperative. Beginning on that 
April day in 1939 when the co-op first 
brought electricity to a family farm in 
Eden, they have provided an indispen
sable service to generations of 
Vermonters who were missing out on 
the conveniences of electricity. 

Mr. President, I ask that a short ret
rospective about the co-op which re
cently appeared in their newsletter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
HAPPY BIRT HDAY CO-OP!!-A RETROSPECTIVE 

Studying by lantern light, milking cows by 
hand, cutting blocks of river ice for refrig
eration- life in Colonial America, perhaps? 

In rural Vermont, this way of life was not 
so long ago and there are plenty of Co-op 
members who remember all too well those 
days before Vermont's Governor George 
Aiken pioneered the federal legislation that 
spawned the birth of Vermont Electric Coop
erative. 

This year, the Co-op celebrates the sixtieth 
anniversary of its creation which brought to 
rural residents of Vermont the conveniences 
of electricity which many Americans had 
been enjoying for years. 

More than anyone, Vermont's farmers 
looked forward to the day when the power 
poles would march down the road to their 
own barns and houses. Harold Putnam, of 
Cambridge, was one of them. 

" Some of our neighbors closer to town 
were already on CVPS and we were very anx
ious to get electricity to the barn and the 
house. The gas lanterns we were using in the 
barn were kind of dangerous, the gas-pow
ered milking system didn ' t always work and 
it was hard to keep things clean without a 
constant supply of hot water. " 

The Putnam farmhouse had running water 
from a spring by the kitchen door to keep 
food cool. Harold's mother, Maybelle, was es
pecially looking forward to the day when the 
barn would have its own hot water tank and 
the endless parade of milking equipment 
through the kitchen to her sink would fi
nally end, recalled Harold 's wife, Lois. 

The Putnams relied on a gravity-fed sys
tem to bring cold spring water into a tank in 
the barn which held milk cans. Until the late 
1930's, the Putnams, like many farmers in 
Vermont, sold their cream to a local cream
ery. The Putnams worked with the 
Cloverdale Creamery in Westford on Route 
15, where the Burlington and Lamoille Rail
road had been stopping since 1887. The cream 
was then shipped to Hartford, Connecticut. 
The skimmed milk was fed to pigs and the 
family sold pork. Just before the advent of 
VEC, the Putnams began shipping fluid milk, 
which required not just the cool spring 
water, but also a steady supply of ice. 

" We bought our ice from a neighbor who 
cut ice under the Cambridge covered bridge 
(the long bridge now at the Shelburne, Mu
seum) or at Halfmoon Pond in Fletcher," Mr . 
Putnam explained. 

For the Putnams, switching to electricity 
was a fairly simple matter: their barn was 
already equipped with a milk pump that had 
been powered by the unreliable gas-powered 
system. They wired just half the house at 
first to save money. 

Mr. Putnam took on the task of helping to 
secure easements for the new Co-op line from 
the CVPS substation, then at the junction of 
routes 15 and 104 in Cambridge, out to Poker 
Hill Road in Underhill. 

Twenty-five miles away from Cambridge, 
Evelyn and Ernest Earle were milking 20 
cows by hand in Eden where the entire town 
was without electricity. 

The Earles moved to their current home, 
just off route 118 between Eden and 
Belvidere, a year or so after they were mar
ried in 1940. It had been the first house in 
Eden on the Co-op's very first power line, 
and Mr. Earle was part of the crew that dug 
the holes for the poles to carry that first line 
in 1939. 

The line that supplied power to what is 
now the Earle 's home originated at the first 
substation built specifically to serve the Co
op. The house still has the wall brackets 
which held the gas lamps. Most houses had a 
large table lamp as well with several man
tles that maximized the output of the lamp, 
easily brightening up an entire room, Mrs. 
Earle said. 

Richard Parker and his brother Henry, who 
grew up in Lowell, wired many of the build
ings served by the Co-op, including those 
owned by both the Putnams and the Earles, 
and were later long-time Co-op employees. 

Richard Parker, then 21, remembers the 
day Governor Aiken came to Eden and 
turned on the lights for the first VEC line. 
The inaugural line ran from the new Eden 
substation through the villages of Eden and 
Eden Mills, where the first Co-op office was 
located, to Lowell. 

" It was quite a gathering-40 or 50 people. 
The Co-op had tested the lines before-hand to 
make sure the lights were all working. Gov
ernor Aiken threw the switch and the Co-op 
was in business." 

It was a warm, sunny day in April 1939. It 
had taken less than a year from the creation 
of the Co-op to the construction of the first 
substation and transmission line.• 

' 'FRIENDS COMMUNITY SERVICE 
AWARD'' RECIPIENTS 

• Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor two very special people, 
Dr. Haifa Fakhouri and Ms. Florine 
Mark. Both w111 be receiving the 
" Friends Community Service Award" 
on Sunday, May 17, 1998 from the 
American Arab and Jewish Friends, a 
program of The Interfaith Round Table 
of the National Conference. American 
Arab and Jewish Friends was estab
lished in 1981 to promote a greater un
derstanding between the Arab and Jew
ish Communities of Southeastern 
Michigan. 

Dr. Fakhouri is the President and 
CEO of the Arab-American and 
Chaldean Council , the nation's largest 
community based, human service orga
nization serving the Arab-American 
and Chaldean population. The ACC has 
grown tremendously under Dr. 
Fakhouri's leadership. In addition to 
her work with the ACC, she has served 
as special advisor to the United Na
tions on women's issues in the Arab 
world and as a delegate to the Inter
national Women's Conference in Mex
ico. She also serves on the boards of 
several national, state and local orga
nizations. In all of her capacities, Dr. 
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Fakhouri works to strengthen rela
tions between the Arab-American and 
Jewish communities. She is well-de
serving of the award being presented to 
her. 

Ms. Florine Mark has been the Presi
dent and CEO of the WW Group, Inc., 
the nation's largest franchise of Weight 
Watchers International for the last 30 
years. In addition to this, Ms. Mark 
also finds time to serve on the boards 
of numerous community organizations 
including the American Red Cross, the 
Detroit Institute for Children and the 
United Jewish Appeal National Cam
paign. Ms. Mark's contributions to so
ciety, especially promoting Arab
American, Jewish relations are com
mendable. 

Both of these women deserve special 
recognition for their contributions to 
the Arab-American and Jewish commu
nities. I want to congratulate them on 
their awards. At this time, I would also 
like to commend the Interfaith Round 
Table on all of their efforts to improve 
understanding and friendship between 
the Arab and Jewish communities. I 
extend my best wishes for a successful 
12th Annual Awards and Scholarship 
dinner.• 

TRIBUTE TO UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 
ROTC CLASS OF 1944 

•Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the University 
of Utah ROTC Class of 1944 which re
sponded to the call for active military 
duty during World War II. On May 2, 
1998, at the University of Utah mem
bers of the ROTC Class of 1944 will hold 
a reunion commemorating the 55th an
niversary of their activation into our 
national armed services. I believe it is 
fitting that we honor them today in 
the United States Senate. 

The University of Utah Reserve Offi
cer Training Corps (ROTC) was an 
unique organization. It was one of the 
few military units which were called 
into service during World War II from a 
specific community and which can re
turn to that home area for a reunion. 
Most military units include individuals 
whose residences are scattered 
throughout the country. Through an 
Act of Congress in 1916, ROTC pro
grams were established in higher edu
cation institutions across the country. 
Since that time, they have been an im
portant part of this nation's civil de
fense-in times of war and peace
training generations of students for 
service to their country. 

In the early 1940s, this class trained 
at the University of Utah with horse
drawn artillery working with an old 
French 77 millimeter cannon and with 
a 105 millimeter howitzer, new at the 
time. As a unit, this ROTC class was 
first assigned to Camp Roberts in Cali
fornia, for basic training in truck 
drawn artillery. Later they were as
signed to Fort Sill, Oklahoma, for fur-

ther training and ultimately received 
further schooling at the Infantry Offi
cers School at Fort Benning, Georgia. 
After graduation from Fort Benning, 
these young men, whose average age at 
the time was slightly over 20, served as 
officers in various combat units in 
Italy, France and the South Pacific. 

These were brave and honorable men, 
each one of them. Of the 99 who were 
called to active duty in 1943, two were 
killed in action while serving in the 
10th Mountain Division in Italy. One 
was later killed in the Korean Conflict. 
Of the group's original 99 members, 71 
are still alive. Today, I speak for all 
Utahns and all Americans when I say, 
we honor these brave men and pay trib
ute to them for their service and sac
rifice for this great country. The Class 
of 1944's great tradition of discipline 
and leadership continues today as 
many of its members are respected pro
fessionals in the public and private sec
tor as well as their own communities. 

I ask that the text of the unit's Acti
vation Orders for March 16, 1943 be 
printed in the RECORD as part of this 
tribute. 

And finally, Mr. President, before I 
close, I want to thank Chris S. Metos 
of Salt Lake City, Utah, for the out
standing job he has done to help orga
nize this upcoming reunion and for the 
many years of service he has provided 
to this country and to the people of the 
state of Utah. 

The material follows: 
ACTIVATION ORDERS: HEADQUARTERS NINTH 

SERVICE COMMAND, FORT DOUGLAS, UTAH, 
MARCH 16, 1943 
1. Following-named Enl Res, 1st yr Ad

vanced ROTC, are ordered to AD. WP fr Univ 
of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah so as to rpt to 
Reep Cen. Fort Douglas, Utah on April 5, 1943 
for processing and asgmt to Camp Roberts, 
Calif to receive Mil Tung in lieu of that nor
mally given during 2d yr advanced course 
ROTC (FA) instructions. Ea Enl Res named 
herein reporting to Reep Cen will present to 
Classification Officer transcript of colg aca
demic and ROTC records. 

Pvt Ray N. Welling, in charge of detach
ment; Pvt Rodney E. Alsop; Pvt Arthur S. 
Anderson ; Pvt David F. Anderson; Pvt War
ren S. Anderson; Pvt Dale F. Barlow; Pvt 
Eliot D. Barton; Pvt Ronald A. Bell; Pvt 
Wallace G. Bennett; Pvt Wilford N. Bergener; 
Pvt Burton F. Brasher; Pvt Over J. Call; Pvt 
Louis B. Cardon; Pvt Gordon L. Carlson; Pvt 
John S . Carlson; Pvt Charles G. Chase; Pvt 
Lorin W. Clayton; Pvt Jack A. Clegg; Pvt 
Walter K. Conrad; Pvt Max T. Cornwell; Pvt 
Everett E. Dahl; Pvt Peter W. Eberle; Pvt 
Bernard J. Eggertsen; Pvt Keith M. Engar; 
Pvt Boyd C. Erickson; Pvt Roland T. Evans; 
Pvt Silvio J . Fassio; Pvt Moffet E. Felkner; 
Pvt Joseph B. Fetzer; Pvt Donald L. Fox; Pvt 
Norman J. Fuellenbach; Pvt Orin A. Furse; 
Pvt James H. Gardner; Pvt Phil R. Garn; 

Pvt Edwin G. Gibbs; Pvt LeRoy B. Hansen; 
Pvt Dale A. Harrison; Pvt Leon G. Harvey; 
Pvt Clarence R. Hawkins; Pvt Charles S. 
Hewlett; Pvt Parnell K. Hinckley; Pvt Jesse 
H. Jameson; Pvt James R. Jarvis, Jr.; Pvt 
Victor D. Jensen; Pvt Frank L . Johnson; Pvt 
Melvin A. Johnson; Pvt William L . Korns; 
Pvt Robert J. Kurtz; Pvt Gerald P. Langton; 
Pvt Earl V. Larson; Pvt Jack D. Lawson; Pvt 

Franklin M. Leaver; Pvt Elwin C. Leavitt; 
Pvt George A. Lockhart; Pvt John S. 
MacDuff; Pvt Robert H. Marshall; Pvt Her
bert W. Maw; Pvt Hal N. Mays; Pvt Chris
topher S. Metos; Pvt Franklin L. McKean; 
Pvt Clinton R. Miller; Pvt Edward L. Mont
gomery; Pvt Robert L. Montgomery; Pvt Je
rome R. Mooney; Pvt Robert F. Moore; Pvt 
Henry G. Nebeker; Pvt Frank A. Nelson, Jr.; 

Pvt Delbert E. Olson; Pvt August L. Orlob; 
Pvt Evan J. Pearson; Pvt Richard V. Peay; 
Pvt Artmas T. Peterson; Pvt Donald H. Pick
ett; Pvt Bill J. Pope; Pvt Robert F. Poulson; 
Pvt John R. Rampton, Jr.; Pvt Carry L. 
Rich; Pvt Charles E. Richards; Pvt William 
S. Ryberg; Pvt Ernest J. Sabec; Pvt Robert 
S. Shriver; Pvt Rocco C. Siciliano; Pvt 
Frank R. Slight; Pvt Allan R. Sloan; Pvt 
David W. Smith, Jr.; Pvt Craig Temple; Pvt 
Donald C. Thomas; Pvt Parry E. Thomas; 
Pvt LaMar Tibbs; Pvt Joseph Tibolla; Pvt 
Lawrence S. Tohill; Pvt John Van Den 
Berghe; Pvt Milton E. Wadsworth; Pvt 
James C. Waller, Jr. ; Pvt Saint C. Weaver; 
Pvt Shirley R. Wood; Pvt Eugene T. Woolf; 
Pvt Verner H. Zinik; and Pvt William E. 
Zwick, Jr. 

By command of Major General JOYCE: 
P.R. DAVISON, 

Colonel, General Staff Corps, Chief of Staff. • 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. LOUISE CHASE 
•Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize Mrs. Louise 
Chase, a very special constituent from 
Horsham, Pennsylvania. A Navy vet
eran during WWII, Mrs. Chase con
tinues to serve her country and her 
community as commander of the 
American Legion, Pennsylvania De
partment. 

Last summer, Mrs. Chase became the 
first woman to serve as commander of 
the Pennsylvania Department of the 
American Legion. She was elected at 
the conclusion of the 79th convention. 
Such an honor came as no surprise to 
those who have followed her involve
ment in the American Leg'ion. In 1979, 
Louise was elected as the Department 
of Pennsylvania's first female vice 
commander. She has twice served as 
District Commander. Her Leg'ion serv
ice also includes terms as adjutant of 
Philadelphia County and the Eastern 
Judicial Section, two terms as post 
commander, and 12 years as adjutant of 
Tioga Post 319. Other positions she has 
held within the organization include 
state legislative chairman, and chair
man of the Select Cammi ttee on Eco
nomics and Benefits. Moreover, she is 
one of only two Pennsylvania Legion
naires who served on committees of the 
two National Conventions held in 
Pennsy 1 vania. 

In the business world, Louise proved 
to be an equally hard-working and 
dedicated employee. She was the con
troller and office manager of Philadel
phia's prestigious Germantown Cricket 
Club for 13 years. She managed two 
high rise apartment buildings. Mrs. 
Chase was also a manufacturers ' rep
resentative for paper container compa
nies. Recently, she retired as an inter
national marketing representative of a 
major computer manufacturer. 
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Mr. President, Louise Chase has con

tinued her family's tradition of service 
to the nation, which literally spans 
from the Civil War to the Space Age. I 
ask the Senate to join me in extending 
the Senate's best wishes for continued 
success to Mrs. Chase and her family.• 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-S. 1186 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the major
ity leader, after consultation with the 
minority leader, however not before 
the conclusion of the NATO treaty, 
may proceed to consideration of Cal
endar No. 214, S. 1186, the job training 
partnership legislation. I further ask 
unanimous consent that total debate 
be limited to 4 hours as divided on the 
amendments listed below. I further ask 
that the only amendments in order be 
the following: 

One substitute amendment offered by 
Senator JEFFORDS, with 2 hours equal
ly divided; 

One amendment offered by Senator 
DEWINE, which is the text of Calendar 
No. 318, S. 1579, the rehabilitation bill, 
with 30 minutes equally divided; 

Two amendments by Senator 
ASHCROFT, 10 minutes equally divided 
on each; 

One amendment by Senator LAUTEN
BERG on service deli very area size with 
10 minutes equally divided; 

One amendment by Senator DOMENIC! 
on busin~ss partnerships with 1 hour 
equally divided. 

I further ask consent that no second
degree amendments be in order to the 
above listed amendments and that fol
lowing the expiration of time or yield
ing back of time and disposition of any 
pending amendments the bill be read a 
third time and the Senate proceed to 
vote on passage of the bill with no in
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 4355(a), appoints 
the following Senators to the Board of 
Visitors of the U.S. Military Academy: 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. COATS), 
from the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, and the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON), from the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 9355(a), 
appoints the following Senators to the 
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Air Force 
Academy: the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BURNS), from the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 6968(a), 

appoints the following Senators to the 
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Naval 
Academy: the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McCAIN), from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), from the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

AUTHORIZING TESTIMONY, PRO
DUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND 
REPRESENTATION BY SENATE 
LEGAL COUNSEL 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the immediate consider
ation of S. Res. 218 submitted earlier 
today by Senators LOTT and DASCHLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 218) to authorize tes

timony, production of documents, and rep
resentation by Senate legal counsel in civil 
case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this resolu
tion concerns a civil case pending in 
the Superior Court for the State of Ari
zona. Prior to the litigation, some of 
the defendants sought assistance from 
Senator McCAIN'S and Senator KYL's 
offices in connection with a child cus
tody dispute. The plaintiffs in the en
suing litigation have alleged, among 
other things, that the defendants de
famed them in connection with the 
custody dispute. The plaintiffs have 
now subpoenaed correspondence from 
the files of the offices of Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator KYL. 

Senators McCAIN and KYL are willing 
to provide the requested correspond
ence to the parties in this case. Accord
ingly, this resolution would authorize 
Senator MCCAIN's and Senator KYL's 
offices to produce and authenticate 
documents in this case, except where a · 
privilege or objection should be as
serted. The resolution also would au
thorize the Senate Legal Counsel to 
represent Senator McCAIN'S and Sen
ator KYL's offices, to protect the Sen
ate's privileges in connection with this 
matter. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 218) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution (S. Res. 218), with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. RES. 218 

Whereas, in the case of Buroojy, et al. v. 
Walsh, et al. , Civil Case No. 97-91407, pending 
in the Superior Court of the State of Ari-

zona, documents have been subpoened from 
the offices of Senator John McCain and Sen
ator Jon Kyl; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial process, be taken from 
such control or possession but by permission 
of the Senate; 

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
Members, officers, or employees of the Sen
ate with respect to any subpoena, order, or 
request for evidence relating to their official 
responsibilities; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistently 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That employees of the offices of 
Senator McCain and Senator Kyl are author
ized to testify and produce documents in the 
case of Buroojy, et al. v. Walsh, et al., except 
concerning matters for which a privilege or 
objection should be asserted. 

SEC. 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator McCain and 
Senator Kyl and their employees in connec
tion with the testimony and document pro
duction authorized in section one of this res
olution. 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 
1998 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday, April 28. I further ask that on 
Tuesday, immediately following the 
prayer, the routine requests through 
the morning hour be granted and the 
Senate then begin a period of morning 
business until 10:45 a.m. with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each, with the following exceptions: 

Senator COLLINS for up to 15 minutes; 
Senator DORGAN for up to 15 minutes; 
Senator COATS for up to 45 minutes 

beginning at 10 a.m .. 
I further ask that at the conclusion 

of morning business the Senate imme
diately proceed to executive session 
and resume consideration of the NATO 
enlargement treaty, and the Kyl 
amendment No. 2310 be temporarily set 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
further ask that at 10:45 a.m. Senator 
HARKIN be recognized to off er an 
amendment and that there be 2 hours 
equally divided for debate on the 
amendment; further, that the vote on 
or in relation to the Harkin amend
ment occur immediately following the 
vote on the adoption of the State De
partment reorganization conference re
port previously ordered to occur at 2:25 
p.m.; further, that no amendments be 
in order to the Harkin amendment 
prior to the vote. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. I further ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess from 12:45 p.m. until 
2:15 p.m. to allow the weekly party 
caucuses to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, for 

the information of all Senators, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 10:45 a.m. At 10:45, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the NATO enlargement treaty, with 
Senator HARKIN being recognized to 
offer an amendment with 2 hours of de
bate on the amendment equally di
vided. When the Senate reconvenes fol
lowing the weekly party luncheons, 
there will be 10 minutes equally di-

vided for closing remarks on the State 
Department reorganization conference 
report. Following that debate at 2:25 
p.m., the Senate will proceed to two 
back-to-back votes, the first being a 
rollcall vote on adoption of the State 
Department conference report, fol
lowed immediately by a rollcall vote 
on or in relation to the Harkin amend
ment. Members can expect further roll
call votes throughout Tuesday's ses
sion on amendments to the NATO trea
ty, or on any other legislative or exec
utive items that are cleared for action. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad
journment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:07 p.m. , adjourned until Tuesday, 
April 28, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate April 27, 1998: 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

SCOTT SNYDER FLEMING, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE ASSIST
ANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION AND CONGRES
SIONAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 

CHERRYL T . THOMAS. OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD FOR A TERM EX
PIRING AUGUST 28 , 2002. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMEN'l' TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

THE JUDICIARY 

GARR M. KING, OF OREGON, TO BE UNITED ST ATES DIS
TRICT JUDGE FOR 'l'HE DISTRICT OF OREGON. 

GREGORY MONETA SLEET, OF DELAWARE. TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
DELAWARE. 
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